






























































2. Development Agreement:  The Development Agreement approval allows the City 
and an applicant to enter into an agreement, which will assure the City that the 
proposed project will proceed to its completion in compliance with the plans 
submitted by the applicant. The Development Agreement for the proposed 
project extend the life of the tentative map and would include a special tax or 
other financing mechanism to fund additional police officers needed to serve the 
development. 

3. Rezoning to Planned Development District (PD-15-03):  Rezone to replace the 
previous Planned Development District standards to the proposed Planned 
Development District standards.     

4. Vesting Tentative Map / Final Development Plan (PW 698):  Tentative Map 
approval is required to authorize the subdivision of the project site into multiple 
parcels to accommodate up to 180 single-family residential units as well as parks 
and open space parcels. 
 

BACKGROUND  
 
The subject property was previously entitled by the Bixby Company (Bixby) for a project 
also named Laurel Ranch.  On May 10, 2005, the City Council approved Bixby’s request 
for a planned development rezone and a tentative map for a 209 unit medium density 
single family subdivision and an approximately 11.3 acre commercial parcel.  The 
Planning Commission approved a use permit for the project on August 15, 2007.  The 
Bixby project’s final map was never recorded, thus the original tentative map and use 
permit have expired. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed a Preliminary Development Plan for this project on 
November 5, 2014.  Minutes from that meeting are provided as Attachment “B”.  The 
Planning Commission provided recommendations for the future development submittal, 
including:  include a park in the project; discuss safety and security design measures 
with our Police Department; include a trail connection within the development; decrease 
the density; provide some single story homes; increase the setbacks from Laurel Rd.; 
implement quality CC&R’s to prevent blight.  The applicant has not reduced the overall 
density of the development, but has attempted to address the Planning Commissioner’s 
other comments, as discussed below. 
 
The project is located directly to the north of the Park Ridge subdivision (Davidon), 
which was approved for approximately 525 single family homes by the City Council in 
2010.  Park Ridge is currently processing a final map for the first phase of the project, 
which consists of 123 units on the southern portion of the project site, adjacent to the 
current terminus of Vista Grande Drive.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
 
An Addendum to the Future Urban Area #2 (FUA2) Specific Plan Environmental Impact 
Report was prepared for the proposed project.  The Addendum without appendices is 
provided as Attachment “C” to this staff report.  Copies of the FUA2 Final EIR and 
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Addendum are available for review Monday through Friday, at the Community 
Development Department, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m., or by 
appointment.  The FUA2 Final EIR and Addendum are also available online at 
http://ci.antioch.ca.us/CityGov/CommDev/PlanningDivision.    

 
CEQA Guidelines specify that when an EIR has been certified for a project, a 
Subsequent EIR shall not be prepared unless the lead agency determines one or more 
of the following: 
 
• That substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major 

revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects. 

• That substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken that will require major revisions to the EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

• That new information of substantial importance to the project, which was not known 
and could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified as complete, 
becomes available. 

 
As explained throughout the attached Addendum, these three “thresholds” for triggering 
a Subsequent EIR have not been met; therefore, a Subsequent EIR is not required.  As 
a result, an addendum is the appropriate environmental document for the project. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Issue #1: Project Overview 
 
The project site is currently one +/- 65.5 acre parcel.  The proposed Vesting Tentative 
map creates a 180 lot residential subdivision north of the future extension of Laurel 
Road and a future commercial parcel south of Laurel Road.  Development of the 
commercial site is not a part of the current application.  
 
The applicant is proposing two distinct single‐family detached residential 
neighborhoods: Conventional and Private Lane. 
 
The Conventional neighborhood would consist of 88 dwelling units and is proposed to 
have a minimum lot size of 4,000 square feet, with minimum dimensions of 50 feet 
(width) and 80 feet (depth).  There will be a mix of single and two-story homes.  Net 
density for this neighborhood is approximately 8.5 dwelling units/net acre. 
 
The Private Lane neighborhood would consist of 92 dwelling units arranged in six‐unit 
groupings.  Each lot fronts onto a short private lane that takes access from the public 
streets.  A minimum lot size of 2,580 square feet is proposed, providing each home with 
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an individual driveway, and private side and rear yards for personal use.  Net density for 
this neighborhood is approximately 12.8 dwelling units/net acre. 
 
It is important to note that the applicant will not be the future home builder; therefore, 
the size and type of homes will eventually be determined through a future design review 
application.  The applicant’s project description is provided as Attachment “D” 

 
Issue #2:  Consistency with the General Plan, Specific Plan and Zoning 
 
The General Plan designation for the project site is Residential/Open Space and 
Office/Retail.  The zoning designation is Planned Development (PD).  The proposed 
project is located within the East Lone Tree Specific Plan area (ELTSP), which was 
adopted in 1996.  The ELTSP was amended in 2005 to, among other things, revise the 
locations of Laurel Rd. and the pedestrian trail.   
 
General Plan Performance Standards 
Policy 3.5.3.1 of the City’s Growth Management Element of the General Plan includes 
performance standards for police staffing.  According to the standard, the City strives to 
maintain a force level within a range of 1.2 to 1.5 officers, including community service 
officers assigned to community policing and prisoner custody details, per 1,000 
population. However, the current Antioch Police Department (PD) staffing ratio is 
approximately 1.0 per 1,000 population, which is unacceptable.  Although the project 
would add population to the Antioch PD service area and the current staffing ratio is 
unacceptable, the proposed Development Agreement includes a special tax or other 
financing mechanism to fund additional officers needed to serve development.  Due to 
the recent voter approved Measure C and the Development Agreement financing 
mechanism, the Antioch PD is anticipated to continue to serve the project site and 
provide law enforcement services to the new residents upon project build out. 
  
Proposed Planned Development (PD) Standards 
Each PD is required to include specific development standards designed for that 
particular district, to include minimum lot sizes, setbacks and open space requirements, 
architectural and landscaping guidelines, and maximum building heights and lot 
coverages.  Once approved as part of a final development plan, all standards, densities, 
and other requirements remain tied to that plan and to the property designated by that 
PD district, unless formally amended by City Council action. 
 
The residential density and lot sizes proposed for this project are similar to the 
previously approved Bixby project.  However, a rezone to Planned Development (PD) is 
required for this project because the site plan and development standards are not the 
same as the PD zone established for the Bixby project.  The commercial parcel south of 
Laurel Rd. is not proposed to be developed as part of this application; therefore, any 
project on this portion of the site would be required to submit a separate development 
application in the future.  The proposed development standards for the project are as 
follows: 
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Standard Proposed PD Zoning Standards 
 Conventional Neighborhood Private Lane Neighborhood 
Maximum Number of 
Units 

93 94 

Minimum Lot Size 4,000 s.f. 2,580 s.f. 
Minimum Lot Width 50 feet 43 feet 
Minimum Lot Depth 80 feet 60 feet 
Minimum Front Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (reserved for 
landscaping only, 
excluding driveways) 

12 feet to house 
20 feet to garage 

8 feet to house 
18 feet to garage 

Minimum Side Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (reserved for 
landscaping only) 

Interior lot: 4 feet 
Corner lot: 10 feet street side 
setback. No part of a house, 
landscaping, or fence shall 
obstruct the required clear vision 
zone at an intersection. 

Interior lot: 4 feet minimum.  10 
foot minimum adjacent to a 
sound wall. 
Corner lot: 10 feet street side 
setback. No part of a house, 
landscaping, or fence shall 
obstruct the required clear vision 
zone at an intersection. 

Minimum Rear Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (including patio 
covers) 

15 feet, minimum 10 feet flat 
area 
20 feet adjacent to Laurel Rd. 

5 feet 
20 feet adjacent to Laurel Rd. 

Accessory Structure 
Setbacks 

Interior lot: side yard and rear 
yard setback is zero  
Corner lot: street side setback is 
20 feet and rear and interior side 
setback is zero 

Attached or detached accessory 
structures and patio covers are 
not permitted 

Maximum Building 
Height 

35 feet 35 feet 

Maximum Lot Coverage 
(including porches, 
porticos, trellises and 
patio covers) 

55% 55% 

Minimum Parking and 
Driveways 

Attached two car garage 
minimum 20 feet by 20 feet 
clear inside dimensions. 
Minimum 20 foot long driveway. 
Minimum one 20 foot long on-
street guest parking space per 
house. 

Attached two car garage 
minimum 20 feet by 20 feet clear 
inside dimensions. Minimum 18 
foot long driveway. Minimum one 
20 foot long on-street guest 
parking space per house. 

Second Dwelling Unit Detached second dwelling units 
are not permitted 

Detached second dwelling units 
are not permitted   

 
Issue #3: Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan 
 
The proposed Vesting Tentative Map and Final Development Plan would create a 180 
lot residential subdivision including two park parcels, four storm water basins, open 
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space and commercial parcels and portions of Laurel Rd. and Country Hills Dr.  The 
major components of the Final Development Plan are described in more detail below. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
The site plan shows one main entrance and exit to the residential development via 
Laurel Road.  There is a second exit-only access onto Laurel Road on the eastern edge 
of the project site.  All streets within the project will be private streets maintained by the 
HOA, which will also enforce parking restrictions.  The Conventional Neighborhood 
includes standard streets with parking and sidewalks on both sides.  The Private Lane 
Neighborhood includes narrower streets with parking either on both sides or on one side 
of the street depending on the location.  This neighborhood also includes five off-street 
parking areas adjacent to the residential lots.  The project is providing 227 guest parking 
stalls, which is 47 spaces more than the 180 required guest spaces.   
 
Each home is currently required to have three solid waste carts each.  The applicant 
has discussed with Republic Services the possibility of not providing green waste 
recycling carts so that each home would only have two carts instead of three.  However, 
it is the City of Antioch’s responsibility to determine whether a single family project is 
exempt from the green waste requirement, not Republic Services.  The HOA will be 
maintaining the project’s front yard landscaping, but each home has side and rear yard 
landscaping that will produce waste that needs to be recycled.  Furthermore, it is highly 
probable that food waste recycling will be required for single family homes in the near 
future.  No alternative locations for green waste or food waste recycling have been 
proposed by the applicant; therefore, staff’s determination is that individual green waste 
recycling carts still need to be provided for the project.  A condition of approval is 
included in the attached resolution requiring that space be provided on the street for 
three solid waste carts for each home.   
 
Because of the relatively narrow lot widths, on-street parking will be heavily impacted 
during garbage pick-up days.  The HOA may have to enforce parking restrictions during 
garbage pick-up days to ensure enough room remains for garbage cans in front of each 
home and private alley.  The development plan provides more than one guest parking 
space per house; therefore, some guest parking could still be accommodated on pick-
up days. 
 
The zoning ordinance requires unrestricted access to the rear yard for recreational 
vehicles (RV) for 25 percent of the lots in “new residential subdivisions”.  The code 
allows the developer to provide a separate recreational vehicle parking area as an 
alternative to on-lot parking.  Requiring on-lot RV parking is not feasible for the project 
due to the smaller lot sizes and the developer has not proposed a separate lot for RV 
parking.  Staff is recommending that rather than providing a separate lot for RV parking, 
that RV parking be prohibited in the development and these restrictions enforced 
through the development’s CC&Rs.   
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Open Space and Park  
The applicant added two park/recreation areas to the project based on Planning 
Commission feedback.  The project will provide one 10,000-square-foot park containing 
a play structure, a lawn area, and seating and another 5,200-square-foot sitting park will 
provide residents with a small lawn area and park furniture.  From this small pocket 
park, there will be a trail connection to the future regional trail that will be constructed as 
part of the project, paralleling the project’s western boundary.  The trail is a component 
of the Specific Plan and it will eventually provide a link between Laurel Road and the 
Delta De Anza Regional Trail, which is a part of the East Bay Regional Park District trail 
system.  The proposed parks and trail amenities will be private and maintained by the 
HOA. 
 
Additionally, the proposed project would preserve 10.1 acres of the project site as open 
space.  The bulk of this acreage would be located around the base and immediately 
south of the water tank site, which are the portions of the project site that have the 
highest elevation. 
 
The Municipal Code (AMC §9-4.1004) requires 2.7 acres of park for this project, or 
0.015 acres of park per dwelling unit.  Credit is available for private park facilities, but 
they must be a minimum of two acres before credit is given.  The project includes 
15,200 acres of park and is not eligible for credit; therefore, the project will be required 
to pay park in lieu fees for required 2.7 acres of park in the amount of $270,000 at the 
recording of the final map. 
 
Grading 
Due to the site’s topography, there are a significant number of retaining walls in rear 
and side yards throughout the project.  The walls typically range from 1-4 feet in height, 
with the tallest retaining wall up to 13 feet on lot 47.  All retaining walls are required to 
be constructed of decorative masonry. 
 
Sound Walls 
The project conditions require the project to build eight foot high masonry sound walls 
along Laurel Rd. and 10 foot high masonry sound walls along the eastern and north-
eastern property lines.  The design of the sound walls will be reviewed with the future 
design review submittal.  The applicant increased the proposed setback for houses 
adjacent to the 10 foot high sound walls to a minimum 10 foot wide side yard. 
 
Storm Water Basins 
The project will construct four storm water control basins – two within the project 
boundaries and two south of Laurel Rd.  The basins north of Laurel Rd. will be 
maintained by the HOA (Common Space A and G) and the basins south of Laurel Rd. 
will be maintained by the City of Antioch through a Lighting and Landscaping District 
(LLD).  Conceptual landscape plans were provided for the internal basins but not for the 
basin south of Laurel Rd.  Detailed landscape, fencing and screening plans will be 
required to be submitted for design review approval prior to issuance of any 
construction permits for the project.  
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Future Lot Line Adjustments 
The project will require two lot line adjustments between the property owner and the 
Contra Costa Water District and the Diablo Water District.  These LLAs have not been 
finalized, but they will be required to be finalized prior to the recordation of the first final 
map for the project. 
 
Issue #4: Infrastructure and Off-Site Improvements 
 
The developer is required to provide all infrastructure necessary to serve the site.  This 
includes utility tie-ins such as water, streets, sanitary sewer and storm drainage 
systems.   
 
Laurel Road 
The proposed project would extend Laurel Rd. from the SR-4 interchange to its current 
terminus west of the project site.  Laurel Rd. would consist of a 104-foot-wide to a 112-
foot-wide section with a center median and two through lanes in each direction.  Two 
new intersections are proposed on this segment: a full access signalized intersection 
with Country Hills Dr., and a stop-controlled intersection at “D Lane” that would provide 
right-in right-out access to the site for westbound vehicles.  The regional trail along the 
western boundary of the project would cross Laurel Rd. just west of this intersection in a 
designated, signalized pedestrian crossing.   
 
The proposed stop-controlled intersection at “D” Lane differs from the four-way 
signalized intersection that is required as part of the approvals for the Park Ridge 
subdivision, located on the south side of Laurel Road.  With staff’s support, Davidon and 
Richland are cooperating on requesting a change to the Park Ridge subdivision’s 
conditions of approval that would eliminate the requirement for the four-way signalized 
intersection and replace it with a signalized pedestrian crossing on Laurel Rd. in general 
alignment with the proposed regional trail.  This request will be brought before the 
Planning Commission and City Council at a future date; therefore the conditions of 
approval relating to Laurel Rd. in the attached resolution reflect the current 
requirements placed on the Park Ridge project and the potential redesign if the request 
to remove the signal requirement is approved by City Council. 
 
Trail 
The ELTSP requires a pedestrian trail to be incorporated into the plan.  The trail is 
intended to connect the future neighborhood park on Wildhorse Rd. with a future trail 
running along the east side of the Diablo Water District tank site.  To be consistent with 
the 2005 amendments to the ELTSP and the approved Park Ridge development plan, 
the proposed alignment for the trail is from Laurel Rd. through the open space along the 
west side of the development.  This trail would eventually connect with the regional 
Delta De Anza trail to the north. 
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Issue #5: Design Guidelines 
 
As discussed above, the applicant will not be the future home builder.  Therefore, the 
applicant created design guidelines to provide a guiding document for the design quality 
and style of the future development.  The proposed design guidelines customize the 
City of Antioch’s Citywide Design Guidelines for the Laurel Ranch project and feature 
conceptual neighborhood landscaping, entry features and architectural renderings.  The 
proposed guidelines will be used along with the Citywide Design Guidelines in 
evaluating future design review submittals.  The future home builder will be required to 
obtain approval of a use permit and design review application prior to construction of 
any phase of the project.   
 
 
Issue #6: Development Agreement 
 
The development agreement gives Richland Planned Communities, Inc., a vested right 
to develop the property in accordance with the project approvals and vests the term of 
the Vesting Tentative Map to the term of the agreement.  The development agreement 
also addresses police services funding and reimbursement for improvements such as 
streets and utilities that may serve other projects.  The development agreement is 
provided as Exhibit A to the attached resolution.   
 
Issue #7: Other Issues 
 
Financing 
The East Lone Tree Specific Plan Financial Plan requires residential developers within 
the Specific Plan area to establish a land-based financing mechanism to construct 
employment infrastructure east of the Highway 4 Bypass, including participating in the 
construction of Slatten Ranch Road and all required infrastructure.  The financing 
mechanism has not been established to date.  The project will be required to form a 
financing mechanism, such as a communities facilities district (CFD), or annex into a 
financing mechanism if it has already been established by another project. 
 
HOA Responsibilities 
A homeowner’s association (HOA) will be formed for the project, which will be 
responsible for enforcing parking restrictions and maintaining all open space, internal 
streets, perimeter landscaping, and water quality basins.  Maintenance of front yard 
landscaping will also be the responsibility of the HOA.  The applicant has proposed 
including restrictions on the ratio of rental vs. owner occupied homes in the future 
CC&R’s for the project.  This proposal is included in the draft development agreement 
for the project. 
 
Police Department Comments 
The applicant has met with the Police Department to respond to their expressed 
concerns regarding the project’s density, narrower than normal streets, and shared 
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driveways.  In response to these concerns, the applicant proposes including rental 
restrictions in the project’s CC&R’s, increasing lighting in courtyards and providing plans 
and installing infrastructure to allow the HOA to gate the community in the future if they 
deem it necessary.   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A: Aerial Photograph 
B: Planning Commission Minutes 
C: Addendum to the Final EIR for Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan 
D: Applicant’s Project Description 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 2016-** 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT THE ADDENDUM TO THE 
FINAL PROJECT LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FUTURE 

URBAN AREA #2 SPECIFIC PLAN AS ADEQUATE FOR ADDRESSING THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
 WHEREAS, in May 1996 the City Council of the City of Antioch certified the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan project as 
adequate for addressing the environmental impacts of the project; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the City received an application from Strack Farms LLC (Richland) 
requesting approval of an Addendum to the Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report, a rezone to Planned Development District (PD-15-03), a 
Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan (PW 698), and a development 
agreement for the Laurel Ranch project.  The project consists of the development of 180 
single family homes and associated improvements on a portion of a 54 acre parcel.  
The project site is located at the northwest corner of the Highway 4 Bypass and Laurel 
Road interchange (APN 053-060-031); and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the City prepared an Initial Study and Environmental Impact 
Comparison and determined that the appropriate environmental document for the 
proposed Laurel Ranch project is an Addendum to the Final EIR for Future Urban Area 
#2 Specific Plan project; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after notice, held a public hearing before 
said Commission on July 20, 2016, and recommended that the City Council adopt the 
Addendum to the Final EIR for Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan project. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED, as follows: 
 

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 
 
2. THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION hereby finds that substantial 

changes are not proposed to the project that would require major revisions 
to the 1996 Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of a 
previously identified effect.   

 
3. THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION hereby finds that substantial 

changes have not occurred with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is undertaken requiring major revisions to the 1996 Final EIR 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified effect.   
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July 20, 2016 
Page 2 
 

 
4. THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION hereby finds that there is no new 

information of substantial importance which was not known and could not 
have been known at the time the 2008 EIR was certified showing any of the 
following: 
a. The project will have a new significant effect not previously 

discussed in the 1996 Final EIR. 
b. The project will not cause any significant effect examined in the 1996 

Final EIR to be substantially more severe.  
c. The mitigation measures in the 1996 Final EIR and adopted in the 

CEQA Findings for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan remain feasible 
but some have been modified to reflect the proposed project.  All 
mitigation measures identified in this Addendum and required for the 
proposed project as identified in the 1996 Final EIR that are 
necessary to reduce the potentially significant impacts to a level of 
insignificance will be made a requirement of the project  and are 
acceptable by the project proponent.   

 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Addendum to the 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan Project is 
HEREBY RECOMMENDED FOR ADOPTION pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  All feasible mitigation measures for the project identified in the 
Environmental Impact Report and accompanying studies are hereby incorporated into 
this approval. 
 

* * * * * * * * 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Planning 
Commission of the City of Antioch at a regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of 
July, 2016, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  

 
 _____________________________________ 

FORREST EBBS 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 



 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 2016-** 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 

RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF ANTIOCH AND RICHLAND PLANNED COMMUNITIES, INC., FOR THE 

LAUREL RANCH PROJECT 
 

WHEREAS, the City received an application from Strack Farms LLC (Richland) 
requesting approval of an Addendum to the Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report, a rezone to Planned Development District (PD-15-03), a 
Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan (PW 698), and a development 
agreement for the Laurel Ranch project.  The project consists of the development of 180 
single family homes and associated improvements on a portion of a 54 acre parcel.  
The project site is located at the northwest corner of the Highway 4 Bypass and Laurel 
Road interchange (APN 053-060-031); and, 

 
WHEREAS, to strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 

participating in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted Section 65864, et. seq. of the 
Government Code, which authorizes the City of Antioch to enter into an agreement with 
any person having a legal or equitable interest in real  property providing for the 
development of such property in order to establish certainty in the development 
process; and,  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Antioch previously adopted an implementing ordinance 

(Article 32 of the Zoning Ordinance) authorizing and regulating the use of Development 
Agreements; and, 

 
WHEREAS, the City and Richland Planned Communities, Inc., have negotiated 

the Development Agreement attached as Exhibit 1 to this resolution; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed Development Agreement complies with the 

requirements of Article 32 of the City of Antioch Zoning Code; and, 
 
WHEREAS, an addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 

Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan was prepared for the project in conformance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act and considered by the Planning Commission 
on July 20, 2016; and,  

 
WHEREAS, on July 20, 2016, the Planning Commission recommended adoption 

of the Addendum to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed Development Agreement and the terms contained 

therein do not amend the project; therefore, in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162, a subsequent 
environmental document is not required; and,  
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission duly gave notice of public hearing as 

required by law; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on July 20, 2016, duly held a public 

hearing, received and considered evidence, both oral and documentary; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the adoption of this Development Agreement will not adversely 

affect the comprehensive General Plan and it is consistent with the General Plan and 
carries out the purposes of the General Plan. 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recommending approval to the 

City Council of the Development Agreement between the City of Antioch and Richland 
Planned Communities, Inc., the Planning Commission makes the following findings, 
which are based on its review and consideration of the entire record, including the 
recitals above and any oral or written testimony provided at the hearing: 

 
1. There have been no substantial changes to the project through the Development 

Agreement and there are no new significant environmental effects or an increase 
in previously identified effects.  In addition, there is no new information of 
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known 
which shows new significant environmental effects.  Therefore, the Addendum to 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Future Urban Area #2 Specific 
Plan is the appropriate environmental document for the proposed project. 

 
2. The Development Agreement is consistent with the General Plan as it carries out 

the purposes of the General Plan and is consistent with the land use and 
development designations in such plans, as amended. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning 

Commission recommends that the City Council approve the Development Agreement 
between the City of Antioch and Richland Planned Communities, Inc., for the Laurel 
Ranch Project, in the form attached as Exhibit 1, subject to such changes as may be 
approved by the City Council. 

 
* * * * * * * * 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Planning 
Commission of the City of Antioch at a regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of 
July, 2016, by the following vote: 
 
 
 
 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-** 
July 20, 2016 
Page 3 
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:   
 
 _____________________________________ 

FORREST EBBS 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 



EXHIBIT 1 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 



 
 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

 

City of Antioch 
200 H Street 
Antioch, CA  94509 
Attention:  City Clerk 

(Space Above This Line Reserved For Recorder’s Use) 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 

THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 

AND 

RICHLAND PLANNED COMMUNITIES, INC. 
 

  



 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 

AND 
RICHLAND PLANNED COMMUNITIES, INC. 

 

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) by and between the City of 
Antioch, a municipal corporation (“City”) and Richland Planned Communities, Inc., a California 
corporation (“Richland”) (each a “Party” and collectively the “Parties”), pursuant to the 
authority of Division 1, Chapter 4, Article 2.5, Sections 65864 et seq. of the Government Code 
(the “Statute”) is entered into as of _________________, 2016 (the “Effective Date”) in the 
following factual context. 

R E C I T A L S 

A. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation in 
comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, the California State 
Legislature enacted the Statute, which authorizes the City to enter into a development agreement 
with any person having a legal or equitable interest in real property regarding the development of 
such property. 

B. Richland proposes to develop approximately 54 acres of real property located in 
the City of Antioch, Contra Costa County more particularly described in Exhibit A (the 
“Property”) as a single-family residential subdivision, commonly known as the Laurel Ranch 
Subdivision Project (the “Project”). 

C. The Project’s history is as follows: 

1. On October 13, 1992, pursuant to its 1988 General Plan, the City of 
Antioch City Council certified the Antioch Infrastructure Plan EIR (SCH 
No. 91-123021) and adopted the Antioch Infrastructure Plan, which 
addressed scenarios for development and infrastructure in Antioch’s 
Future Urbanization Area Nos. 1 and 2.    

2. The Property was annexed into Antioch’s City limits on November 9, 
1993. 

3. On May 28, 1996, the City Council certified the Future Urbanization Area 
2 East Lone Tree Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 
93-111069) (“FUA 2 EIR”), and adopted Findings of Fact and Statements 
of Overriding Considerations. 

4. On _____________, 1996, the City Council adopted the Future Urban 
Area 2 East Lone Tree Specific Plan. 

5. On May 10, 2005, the City Council held a public hearing, considered, and 
approved a Final Development Plan, Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) and 
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adopted an Addendum to the FUA 2 EIR for a 209-unit single-family 
residential subdivision project on the Property. The Council also 
introduced an ordinance to rezone the Property from SP to Planned 
Development (PD). 

6. On June 14, 2005, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 1049-C-S, 
titled ORDINANCE REZONING THE PARCELS MAKING UP THE 
LAUREL RANCH PROJECT SITE TO THE PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT (PD) DESIGNATION. The PD zoning designation 
remains in effect as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

7. The VTM approved on May 10, 2005 expired on __________, 20____. 

D. Richland submitted an application to the City of Antioch for the following 
discretionary entitlements: (1) a Final Planned Development; and (2) a Vesting Tentative Map 
(“Project Approvals”), both of which are attached hereto as Exhibits B-1 and B-2, respectively.  

E. An Addendum to the FUA 2 EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA to 
provide the environmental analysis on the Project Approvals, and this Agreement. 

F. In exchange for the covenants contained in this Agreement and the continued 
commitment of Richland to provide the benefits described in the Project Approvals, when and if 
the Project proceeds, and in order to encourage the investment by Richland necessary to proceed 
with the Project, the City is willing to enter into this Agreement to set forth the right of Richland 
to develop the Project as provided in this Agreement. 

G. On _____________, 2016, at a duly noted public hearing, the Planning 
Commission of the City of Antioch considered and recommended approval of the Addendum, 
Final Development Plan, Vesting Tentative Map, and this Agreement pursuant to Resolution No. 
__________. 

H. On _________________, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the City 
Council considered and took the following actions: (1) adopted the Addendum pursuant to 
Resolution No. ________; (2) approved the Final Development Plan and Vesting Tentative Map, 
pursuant to Resolution No. ________; and (3) conducted a first reading of Ordinance No. 
__________ approving this Agreement. 

I. On _________________, 2016, at a duly noticed public hearing, the City Council 
adopted Ordinance No. ________ approving this Agreement. 

J. The City Council has found that, among other things, this Agreement and the 
Project Approvals, are consistent with its General Plan and has be reviewed and evaluated in 
accordance with the Statute. 
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A G R E E M E N T 

In this factual context and intending to be legally bound, the Parties agree as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 
TERM AND APPLICABLE LAW 

The term of this Agreement shall commence as of the Effective Date and continue for 20 
years, to and including ____________________, 2036 (the “Term”).  The expiration of the 
Term shall not be interpreted to, and shall not affect, terminate or waive any additional rights that 
Richland may have that exist independently of this Agreement and derive from common law 
vesting or other laws or regulations of the state or the City.  The Term and the term of any 
Project Approvals, may be extended from time to time pursuant to Section 3.6, or ARTICLE 4. 

ARTICLE 2 
COVENANTS OF RICHLAND  

2.1 Obligations of Richland Generally.  Richland shall have no obligation to proceed 
with, or complete the Project at any particular time or at all.  However, if Richland proceeds, it 
shall comply with the Applicable Law, as defined below in Section 2.2. 

2.2 Applicable Law.  The rules, regulations, and official policies governing permitted 
uses of the Property and density and improvement requirements applicable to development of the 
Property shall be the ordinances, rules, regulations, and official policies in force as of the 
Effective Date (collectively, the “City Regulations”), except as otherwise expressly provided in 
the Project Approvals or this Agreement. The law applicable to the Project shall be (a) the City 
Regulations, (b) the Project Approvals and (c) this Agreement (collectively, the “Applicable 
Law”). If there is a conflict between this Agreement and the City Regulations or Project 
Approvals, this Agreement shall control.  If there is a conflict between the Project Approvals and 
the City Regulations, the Project Approvals shall control.   

2.3 Design Review.  The Project Approvals do not include design review approval, 
which Richland has yet to obtain. Richland’s design review application(s) and submittal(s) shall 
be consistent with the City’s general design review guidelines in effect at the time of its 
application to the extent such guidelines are consistent with the Project Approvals.  

2.4 Fees.  Richland shall complete certain road, sewer and storm drain improvements 
to and in Laurel Road, as described in the Project Approvals. In exchange for such 
improvements, Richland shall not be subject to any traffic or infrastructure impact fees. 
However, Richland shall pay processing fees and charges of every kind and nature imposed by 
City, including planning processing deposits, to cover the actual costs to City of processing 
applications for subsequent approvals or for monitoring compliance with and review of 
subsequent submittals for any Project Approvals granted or issued, as such fees and charges are 
adjusted from time to time. No fees other than processing fees shall be due before approval of the 
final map unless earlier payment is expressly required by the Project Approvals. 

2.5 Homeowners’ Association.  Prior to approval of the first Final Map, Richland 
shall establish a Homeowners’ Association (“HOA”) and adopt Covenants, Codes and 
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Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) for the Project in conformance with the regulations set for by the 
California Bureau of Real Estate. The CC&Rs shall require the HOA to maintain (a) all private 
common areas and amenities, including (i) above-ground storm water control facilities along the 
project frontage, and on Parcel B or Area C.3., as shown on the VTM; and (ii) the surfaces of all 
interior roads. Additionally, the CC&Rs shall include the following provisions to preserve the 
character and quality of the subdivision: 

2.5.1 No less than 70 percent of the housing units in the Project shall be 
maintained as owner-occupied homes. 

2.5.2 The HOA shall require all homeowners renting their homes to provide 
copies of proposed prior to execution as well as copies of executed leases within 30 days of 
execution.  The HOA shall ensure and maintain records indicating the homes for rent do not 
exceed 30 percent of the housing units in the Project. 

2.5.3 No lease shall be for a term of less than 90 days, subject to certain 
exceptions including, seller leaseback situations, job and military transfers, illness, death, 
divorce, and similar hardship conditions.  

2.5.4 Each home shall be occupied as a residence by a single family. 

2.5.5 Rules and policies to govern circumstances where more than 30 percent of 
the homeowners express interest in leasing their homes. 

2.5.6 The CC&Rs shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and the 
City Attorney and shall be recorded concurrently with the first Final Map. No legal challenge to 
any provision of the CC&Rs provided above in Sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.6 shall invalidate the 
CC&Rs as a whole or prevent the City Engineer from approving and recording the CC&Rs. 

2.6 Improvements.  Richland shall construct the public and private improvements 
required by, and more particularly described in the Project Approvals.  Richland shall perform 
the work in accordance with the standards and specifications established by Applicable Law. To 
the extent there are no such standards or specifications in the Applicable Law other than this 
Agreement, the work shall be performed in accordance with industry standards and in a good and 
workmanlike manner, as approved by the City Engineer. 

2.6.1 Design and Construction of Laurel Road. Richland shall design and 
construct the completion of the western extension of Laurel Road including the infrastructure 
and traffic signalization, from the Project’s southwestern boundary to SR 4, as more particularly 
described in the Project Approvals. The City shall cooperate with Richland to provide 
reimbursement to Richland by other landowners and developers benefitting from such 
improvements for their fair share of the costs of such improvements as outlined below in Section 
3.4.  

2.6.2 Trail Improvements.  Richland shall construct a public use regional trail 
commencing at Laurel Road and running north along the Project’s westerly boundary and 
connecting to the Delta De Anza Trail on the Project’s northerly boundary as outlined in the East 
Lone Tree Specific Plan. Richland shall be responsible for design and construction of the trail. 
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Richland shall dedicate the public use regional trail to the City upon completion and sign off of 
the trail by the City.  

2.6.3 Sewer Line and Storm Drain Improvements. Richland shall design and 
construct the major sewer trunk line and storm drain lines in portions of Laurel Road and 
Country Hills Drive to locations through the neighboring properties to the south and east to 
connect to the Project as more particularly described in the Project Approvals, subject to a cost-
sharing and/or reimbursement agreement between Richland and benefitting landowners. 
Richland shall obtain rights-of-way to construct portions of the sewer line and storm drain 
improvements on neighboring properties. The City shall cooperate with Richland to obtain such 
rights-of-way as more particularly described in Section 3.2, establish financing mechanisms as 
outlined in Section 3.3, and collect reimbursement as more particularly described in Section 3.4 
of this Agreement. Once constructed, Richland shall dedicate the sewer line improvements to the 
City.  

2.7 Police Services Funding. In order to assist the City in meeting a police force level 
within a range of 1.2 to 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents as set forth in Performance Standard 
3.5.3.1 of the General Plan, Richland shall, at its own cost, establish or annex into (if one has 
already been established), a land-based financing mechanism to fund police services reasonably 
related to the Project. The financing mechanism may be in the form of a Community Facilities 
District (“CFD”) or other means acceptable to the City in consultation with Richland. The CFD 
or other financing mechanism shall be established prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project. The requirements of this Section 2.7 shall be waived by the City if the 
City imposes a special tax or other form of revenue generation on all City residents dedicated 
specifically for the purpose of funding police services. If Richland is required to establish and 
form a CFD, it shall be entitled to reimbursement for those formation costs from other properties 
annexing into the CFD pursuant to Section 3.4, below. If Richland annexes into an existing CFD, 
it shall reimburse the City its pro rata fair share costs of formation costs of that CFD. 

2.8 Subdivision and Other Agreements; Multiple Final Maps.  Richland shall execute 
and perform its obligations as set forth in any Subdivision Improvement Agreements required or 
permitted by Applicable Law to obtain approval of final maps.  Richland may file multiple final 
maps in accordance with Section 3.6 below. 

2.9 Subcontractor Labor Commitments. Richland shall commit to the hiring of union 
contractors for the plumbing, electrical and HVAC construction trades on the Laurel Ranch 
Project.  

ARTICLE 3 
COVENANTS OF THE CITY 

3.1 Obligations of City Generally.  The City shall act in good faith to accomplish the 
intent of this Agreement. City shall cooperate with Richland so that it receives the benefits of 
and the rights vested by this Agreement, including obtaining from other governmental entities 
necessary or desirable permits or other approvals for the Project. 
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3.2 Eminent Domain.  Richland shall obtain all real property interests necessary to 

allow it to construct the sewer trunk line and storm drain improvements required by the Project 
Approvals, and any subsequent approvals. In the event an affected property owner has rejected 
an offer by Richland, based upon fair market value as determined by an appraisal prepared by a 
City-approved appraiser in cooperation with the City, the City shall assist Richland upon its 
request in obtaining any real property interests necessary for the public improvements. 
Specifically, the City shall promptly negotiate and seek the purchase of the necessary property, 
including the possible consideration of the City’s use of its power of eminent domain to acquire 
such real property interests. Richland shall pay all costs associated with any acquisition or 
condemnation proceedings. 

3.3 Establishment of Financing Mechanisms.  If Richland requests that a financing 
mechanism (e.g., Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, Landscaping and Lighting Districts, 
Statewide Community Infrastructure Program (SCIP), Maintenance Assessment Districts, or any 
other land-secured financing mechanism) be formed to finance Project facilities or infrastructure 
through the issuance of debt and the levy of special taxes, the City shall use its best efforts to 
cause such district to be formed and such bonds to be issued and such special taxes to be levied, 
to the extent permitted by law. The City’s formation and implementation of any financing 
mechanisms and its issuance of any Project debt shall include all of the usual and customary 
associated municipal functions, including, without limitation, the formation and administrative of 
special districts, the issuance of Project debt, the monitoring and collection of fees, taxes, 
assessments and charges such as utility charges, the creation of administrative or enterprise 
funds, the enforcement of debt obligations as well as other functions or duties authorized or 
mandated by Applicable law. 

3.4 Reimbursement.  The City shall work cooperatively with Richland to ensure 
Richland is reimbursed for costs related to obtaining rights of way and constructing public 
improvements as identified in Section 2.6, above. In cooperating with Richland, the City shall 
require all benefitting properties by condition of approval or inserting a requirement in a 
development agreement, an obligation on the applicable property owner to reimburse Richland 
for that property owner’s fair share of the improvements. The City shall require this 
reimbursement obligation to occur at the earlier of the filing of the final map or issuance of a 
building permit on the affected property. The City shall then collect the reimbursement amount 
on behalf of Richland, less any administrative costs, and distribute that amount to Richland. The 
City shall not waive or defer another property owner’s obligation to reimburse Richland for its 
fair share of improvements, unless Richland’s consent is obtained in writing prior to the waiver 
or deferral. Notwithstanding Section 7.1.1, the City’s failure to comply with this Section 3.4 
shall be deemed a material default for which declaratory relief and/or specific performance 
would not make Richland whole. As a result, Richland shall have the right to recover from the 
City any damages resulting from the City’s failure to comply with this Section 3.4. 

3.5 Vested Development Rights.  The City confirms and grants to Richland the vested 
right to develop the Property in accordance with the Project Approvals and this Agreement. This 
Agreement shall be enforceable as set forth in Section 9.2 below. 

3.6 Permitted Uses.  The permitted uses of the Property, including the density and 
intensity of use of the Property; the maximum height, bulk and size of buildings; and provisions 
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for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes, are as set forth in the Project Approvals, 
which the City confirms and vests by this Agreement. City shall not require Richland to reserve 
or dedicate land for public purposes except as expressly required by the Project Approvals. 

3.7 Life of the Project Approvals.  By approval of this Agreement, the City extends 
and vests the term of the Vesting Tentative Map approved by Resolution No. ________ for the 
Term of this Agreement (including any subsequent extensions). The Term of this Agreement and 
the term of the Vesting Tentative Map shall be extended automatically by a time period equal to 
the sum of any periods of time during which a development moratorium, as defined in 
Government Code section 66452.6(f) of the Subdivision Map Act (the “Map Act”), is in effect.  
The term of each Project Approval shall expire no sooner than (a) this Agreement, or (b) the term 
otherwise applicable to the Project Approval if this Agreement were not in effect, whichever 
occurs later. The City shall not require Richland to enter into any subdivision or other agreement 
that is inconsistent with this Agreement or the Project Approvals or that requires more work than 
is required by this Agreement; provided, however, the Parties agree and understand that Richland 
will be required to enter into Subdivision Improvement Agreements as set forth above in Section 
2.8. The City shall allow Richland to file multiple final maps in accordance with Section 66456.1 
of the Map Act. 

3.8 City’s Acceptance of Public Improvements. Once the City has accepted the offers 
of dedication of the public improvements constructed by Richland as provided in Section 2.6, 
above, the City shall maintain all such accepted improvements. 

3.9 City’s Reservations of Authority.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Agreement to the contrary, the following regulations and provisions shall apply to the 
development of the Property: 

3.9.1 City Regulations regarding processing fees and charges, enacted after the 
Effective Date, provided such procedures are uniformly applied on a City-wide basis to all 
substantially similar types of development projects and properties. 

3.9.2 City Regulations relating to hearing bodies, petitions, applications, 
notices, findings, records, hearings, reports, recommendations, appeals and any other matter of 
procedure, enacted after the Effective Date, provided such procedures are uniformly applied on a 
City-wide basis to all substantially similar types of development projects and properties. 

3.9.3 City Regulations governing construction standards and specifications, 
enacted after the Effective Date, including (a) City’s building code, plumbing code, mechanical 
code, electrical code, fire code and grading code, (b) all uniform construction codes applicable in 
City at the time of building permit issuance, and (c) design and construction standards for road 
and storm drain facilities; provided any such regulation has been adopted and uniformly applied 
by City on a citywide basis and has not been adopted for the purpose of preventing or otherwise 
limiting construction of all or any part of the Project. 

3.9.4 City Regulations enacted after the Effective Date that may be in conflict 
with this Agreement or the Project Approvals but that are necessary to protect persons or 
property from dangerous or hazardous conditions that create a threat to the public health or 

2016-03-30 
v3 



 
safety or create a physical risk, based on findings by the City Council identifying the dangerous 
or hazardous conditions requiring such changes in the law, why there are no feasible alternatives 
to the imposition of such changes, and how such changes would alleviate the dangerous or 
hazardous condition. Changes in laws, regulations, plans or policies that are specifically 
mandated and required by changes in state or federal laws or regulations that require such to 
apply to the Project. 

3.9.5 As provided in the Statute at Section 65869.5: “In the event that state or 
federal law or regulations, enacted after [this Agreement] has been entered into, prevent or 
preclude compliance with one or more provisions of [this Agreement], such provisions of [this 
Agreement] shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with such state or 
federal laws or regulations.” 

3.9.6 Nothing in this Section 3.5 or this Agreement shall preclude Richland 
from exercising its right to challenge in court any City ordinance, policy, regulation, or standard 
that would conflict with Applicable Law or this Agreement or reduce the development rights 
provided by this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 4 
AMENDMENT 

4.1 Amendment to Approvals.  To the extent permitted by state and federal law, any 
Project Approval or Subsequent Project Approvals (hereafter in this ARTICLE 4, an 
“Approval”) may, from time to time, be amended or modified in the following manner. 

4.1.1 Administrative Project Amendments.  Upon the written request of 
Richland for an amendment or modification to an Approval, the Director of Community 
Development, or his/her designee (collectively “Authorized Official”) shall determine: (i) 
whether the requested amendment or modification is minor when considered in light of the 
Project as a whole; and (ii) whether the requested amendment or modification is substantially 
consistent with Applicable Law.  If the Authorized Official finds that the proposed amendment 
or modification is minor, substantially consistent with Applicable Law, and will result in no new 
significant environmental impacts, the amendment shall be determined to be an “Administrative 
Project Amendment” and the Authorized Official may, except to the extent otherwise required 
by law, approve the Administrative Project Amendment, following consultation with other 
relevant City staff, without notice and public hearing. Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, lot line adjustments, non-substantial reductions in the density, intensity, scale or scope 
of the Project, minor alterations in vehicle circulation patterns or vehicle access points, 
substitutions of comparable landscaping for any landscaping shown on any final development 
plan or landscape plan, variations in the design and location of structures that do not substantially 
alter the design concepts of the Project, variations in the location or installation of utilities and 
other infrastructure connections or facilities that do not substantially alter the design concepts of 
the Project, modifications to the grading design that will not substantially alter the design 
concepts of the Project, and minor adjustments to the Property diagram or Property legal 
description shall be treated as Administrative Project Amendments. 
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4.1.2 Non-Administrative Project Amendments.  Any request of Richland for an 

amendment or modification to an Approval which is determined not to be an Administrative 
Project Amendment as set forth above shall be subject to review, consideration and action 
pursuant to the Applicable Law and this Agreement. 

4.1.3 Project Amendment Exemptions.  Amendment of an Approval requested 
by Richland shall not require an amendment to this Agreement. Instead, the amendment shall 
automatically be deemed to be incorporated into the Project and the Project Approvals, and 
vested under this Agreement. 

4.2 Amendment of This Agreement.  This Agreement may be amended from time to 
time, in whole or in part, by mutual written consent of the Parties or their successors in interest, 
as follows: 

4.2.1 Administrative Agreement Amendments.  The City Manager and City 
Attorney are authorized on behalf of the City to enter into any amendments to this Agreement 
other than amendments which substantially affect (i) the term of this Agreement (excluding 
extensions of time for performance of a particular act), (ii) permitted uses of the Property, (iii) 
provisions for the reservation or dedication of land, (iv) the density or intensity of use of the 
Property or the maximum height or size of proposed buildings, or (v) monetary payments by 
Richland.  Such amendments (“Administrative Agreement Amendment”) shall, except to the 
extent otherwise required by law, become effective without notice or public hearing. 

4.2.2 Non-Administrative Agreement Amendments.  Any request of Richland 
for an amendment or modification to this Agreement which is determined not to be an 
Administrative Agreement Amendment as set forth above shall be subject to review, 
consideration and action pursuant to the Applicable Law and this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 5 
ASSIGNMENT, TRANSFER AND MORTGAGEE PROTECTION 

5.1 Assignment of Interests, Rights and Obligations.  Nothing herein limits the right 
of Richland to freely alienate or transfer all or any portion of the Property. However, Richland 
may only transfer or assign all or any portion of its interests, rights or obligations under this 
Agreement or the Project Approvals, including any amendments thereto (a “Transfer”), subject 
to the requirements for City’s consent set forth in this ARTICLE 5, to any third party who 
acquires an interest or estate in the Property or any portion thereof including, without limitation, 
purchasers or ground lessees of lots, parcels or improvements (a “Transferee”). City consent 
shall not be required if Richland transfers all or a portion of the Property to an Affiliated Party. 
An “Affiliated Party” is defined as any corporation, limited liability company, partnership or 
other entity which is controlling of, controlled by, or under common control with Richland, and 
“control,” for purposes of this definition, means effective management and control of the other 
entity, subject only to major events requiring the consent or approval of the other owners of such 
entity. 
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5.2 Transfer Agreements. 

5.2.1 Written Agreement.  In connection with a Transfer by Richland (other 
than a Transfer by Richland to an Affiliated Party to a Mortgagee (as defined below in 5.4) or to 
a Home Purchaser (as defined below in 5.3)), Richland and the Transferee shall enter into a 
written agreement (a “Transfer Agreement”), with City’s consent in writing to the Transfer, 
regarding the respective interests, rights and obligations of Richland and the Transferee in and 
under the Agreement and the Project Approvals.  Such Transfer Agreement may (i) release 
Richland from obligations under the Agreement or the Project Approvals that pertain to that 
portion of the Project being transferred, as described in the Transfer Agreement, provided that 
the Transferee expressly assumes such obligations, (ii) transfer to the Transferee vested rights to 
improve and use that portion of the Project being transferred, and (iii) address any other matter 
deemed by Richland to be necessary or appropriate in connection with the transfer or 
assignment.  Richland shall notify the City in writing that it plans to execute a Transfer 
Agreement at least 60 days in advance of the execution date and provide City with such 
information as may be required by City to demonstrate the Transferee’s qualifications and 
financial ability to complete the Project. City shall have 30 days from the date of such notice to 
review the information and provide a determination to Richland. City may withhold its consent if 
the City reasonably determines that the Transferee, or an entity with similar or related ownership 
or control as Transferee, is or has been a party to litigation filed against the City or if the 
Transferee lacks the financial ability to complete the Project. If City does not consent to the 
Transfer, City shall provide its reasons in writing and shall meet with Richland in good faith to 
determine what additional information may be necessary for City to provide its consent.  

5.2.2 Binding.  Any Transfer Agreement shall be binding on Richland, the City 
and the Transferee, but shall not release Richland absent express language in the Transfer 
Agreement. Upon recordation in the Official Records of Contra Costa County of any Transfer 
Agreement, Richland shall be released from those obligations assumed by the Transferee therein, 
subject to the provisions of 5.2.1 above. 

5.3 Home Purchaser.  The burdens, obligations and duties of Richland under this 
Agreement shall terminate with respect to, and neither a Transfer Agreement nor the City’s 
consent shall be required in connection with, any single-family residence conveyed to a 
purchaser or leased for a period in excess of one year. The Transferee in such a transaction and 
its successors (“Home Purchaser”) shall be deemed to have no obligations under this 
Agreement. 

5.4 Mortgagee Protection.  This Agreement shall be superior and senior to any lien 
placed upon the Property or any portion thereof after the date of recording of this Agreement, 
including the lien of any deed of trust or mortgage (“Mortgage”). The foregoing 
notwithstanding, no breach of this Agreement shall defeat, render invalid, diminish or impair the 
lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and for value, but all of the terms and conditions 
contained in this Agreement (including, but not limited to, the City’s remedies to terminate the 
rights of Richland and its successors and assigns under this Agreement, to terminate this 
Agreement, and to seek other relief as provided in this Agreement) shall be binding upon and 
effective against any person or entity, including any deed of trust beneficiary or mortgagee 
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(“Mortgagee”) who acquires title to the Property, or any portion thereof, by foreclosure, 
trustee’s sale, deed in lieu of foreclosure, or otherwise. 

5.4.1 Mortgagee Not Obligated.  The provisions of 5.4 notwithstanding, no 
Mortgagee shall have any obligation or duty under this Agreement to construct or complete the 
Project, or to guarantee such construction or completion; provided, however, that a Mortgagee 
shall not be entitled to devote the Property to any uses or to construct any improvements other 
than those uses or improvements provided for or authorized by this Agreement, or otherwise 
under the Project Approvals. 

5.4.2 Notice of Default to Mortgagee.  If the City receives a written notice from 
a Mortgagee or from Richland requesting a copy of any notice of default given Richland and 
specifying the address for notice, then the City shall deliver to the Mortgagee at the Mortgagee’s 
cost, concurrently with delivery to Richland, any notice with respect to any claim by the City that 
Richland has committed an event of default. Each Mortgagee shall have the right during the 
same period available to Richland to cure or remedy, or to commence to cure or remedy, the 
event of default claimed or the areas of noncompliance set forth in the City’s notice. The City 
Manager is authorized on behalf of the City to grant to the Mortgagee an extension of time to 
cure or remedy, not to exceed an additional 60 days. 

ARTICLE 6 
COOPERATION IN THE EVENT OF LEGAL CHALLENGE, INDEMNITY 

Richland, as the real party in interest, shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, 
with legal counsel reasonably acceptable to the City Attorney, in any action brought by a third 
party to challenge concerning (a) the validity, legality, or constitutionally of any term, condition, 
obligation, fee, dedication, or exaction required or imposed by this Agreement; (ii) the 
procedures utilized in or the sufficiency of the environmental review associated with this 
Agreement; and (iii) the implementation of this Agreement through such further actions, 
measures, procedures, and approvals as are necessary to satisfy the Agreement’s requirements. 
Richland shall defend the City with qualified legal counsel subject to the approval of the City 
Attorney, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. Richland shall pay all costs, 
damages, attorney’s fees, and other court-ordered costs awarded to any third party in any legal 
action in which Richland’s duties to defend, indemnify, and hold the City harmless arise under 
this Article. The City shall promptly notify Richland of any action filed and the Parties shall 
cooperate fully in the defense of such action. 

The Parties expressly recognize that the obligation stated in this Article do not require or 
contemplate that Richland shall indemnify or hold harmless or be responsible for any error, 
omission, intentional act, negligent act, or default of, or any injury caused by, any homeowners 
association or any City department or dependent special district that is formed by or the receives 
funding as a result of any term or condition of this Agreement. 
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ARTICLE 7 

DEFAULT; TERMINATION; ANNUAL REVIEW 

7.1 Default. 

7.1.1 Remedies in General; No Damages. Except as provided in Section 3.4, the 
City and Richland agree that, as part of the bargained for consideration of this Agreement, in the 
event of default by either Party, the only remedy shall be declaratory relief or specific 
performance of this Agreement.  In no event shall either Party, or any of their officers, agents, 
representatives, officials, employees or insurers, be liable to the other Party for damages, 
whether actual, consequential, punitive or special, for any breach or violation of this Agreement. 
The Parties agree that any action or proceeding to cure, correct or remedy any default or to 
enforce any covenant or promise under this Agreement shall be limited solely and exclusively to 
the remedies expressly provided. Following notice and expiration of any applicable cure periods 
and completion of the dispute resolution process set forth in ARTICLE 8 below, either Party may 
institute legal or equitable proceedings to cure, correct, or remedy any default, or to enforce any 
covenant or promise herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance, declaratory relief or writ of mandate the obligations and rights of the Parties. As 
noted above, in no event shall either Party be liable for any damages. Any legal action to 
interpret or enforce the provisions of this Agreement shall be brought in the Superior Court for 
Contra Costa County, California. 

7.1.2 Cure Period.  Subject to extensions of time by mutual consent in writing of 
the Parties, breach of, failure, or delay by either Party to perform any term or condition of this 
Agreement shall constitute a default. In the event of any alleged default of any term, condition, 
or obligation of this Agreement, the Party alleging such default shall give the defaulting Party 
notice in writing specifying the nature of the alleged default and the manner in which such 
default may be satisfactorily cured (“Notice of Breach”). The defaulting Party shall cure the 
default within 30 days following receipt of the Notice of Breach, provided, however, if the nature 
of the alleged default is non-monetary and such that it cannot reasonably be cured within such 
30-day period, then the commencement of the cure within such time period, and the diligent 
prosecution to completion of the cure thereafter, shall be deemed to be a cure, provided that if 
the cure is not diligently prosecuted to completion, then no additional cure period shall be 
provided. If the alleged failure is cured within the time provided above, then no default shall 
exist and the noticing Party shall take no further action to exercise any remedies available 
hereunder. If the alleged failure is not cured, then a default shall exist under this Agreement and 
the non-defaulting Party may exercise any of the remedies available. 

7.1.3 Procedure for Default by Richland.  If Richland is alleged to be in default 
hereunder by City then after notice and expiration of the cure period specified above and the 
dispute resolution process set forth in ARTICLE 8 below, City may institute legal proceedings 
against Richland pursuant to this Agreement, and/or give notice of intent to terminate or modify 
this Agreement to Richland pursuant to California Government Code section 65868. Following 
notice of intent to terminate or modify this Agreement as provided above, the matter shall be 
scheduled for consideration and review at a duly noticed and conducted public hearing in the 
manner set forth in Government Code sections 65865, 65867 and 65868 by the City Council 
within 60 calendar days following the date of delivery of such notice (the “Default Hearing”). 
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Richland shall have the right to offer written and oral testimony prior to or at the time of the 
Default Hearing. If the City Council determines that a default has occurred and is continuing, 
and elects to terminate the Agreement, City shall give written notice of termination of the 
Agreement to Richland by certified mail and the Agreement shall thereby be terminated 30 days 
thereafter; provided, however, that if Richland files an action to challenge City’s termination of 
the Agreement within such 30-day period, then the Agreement shall remain in full force and 
effect until a trial court has affirmed City’s termination of the Agreement and all appeals have 
been exhausted (or the time for requesting any and all appellate review has expired). This 
Section 7.1.3 shall not be interpreted to constitute a waiver of Section 65865.1 of the 
Government Code, but merely to provide a procedure by which the Parties may take the actions 
set forth in Section 65865.1. 

7.1.4 Procedure for Default by City.  If the City is alleged by Richland to be in 
default under this Agreement, then after notice and expiration of the cure period and completion 
of the dispute resolution procedures below, Richland may enforce the terms of this Agreement 
by an action at law or in equity, subject to the limitations set forth above. 

7.2 Excusable Delay; Extension of Time of Performance.  In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, neither Party shall be deemed to be in default where delays in 
performance or failures to perform are due to, or a necessary outcome of, war, insurrection, 
strikes or other labor disturbances, walk-outs, riots, floods, earthquakes, fires, casualties, acts of 
God, enactment or imposition against the Project of any moratorium, or any time period for legal 
challenge of such moratorium by Richland, or similar basis for excused performance which is 
not within the reasonable control of the Party to be excused. Litigation attacking the validity of 
this Agreement or any of the Project Approvals or implementing or subsequent approvals, or any 
permit, ordinance, entitlement or other action of a governmental agency other than the City 
necessary for the development of the Project pursuant to this Agreement, or Richland’s inability 
to obtain materials, power or public facilities (such as water or sewer service) to the Project, shall 
be deemed to create an excusable delay as to Richland.  Upon the request of either Party, an 
extension of time for the performance of any obligation whose performance has been so 
prevented or delayed shall be memorialized in writing.  The City Manager is authorized on 
behalf of the City to enter into such an extension. The term of any such extension shall be equal 
to the period of the excusable delay, or longer, as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.3 Annual Review.  Throughout the Term, at least once every 12 months, the City 
may request that Richland provide City with a written report demonstrating its good-faith 
compliance with the terms of this Agreement (the “Written Report”). The City Manager and 
City Attorney shall review the Written Report to determine whether Richland is in good-faith 
compliance with the terms of the Agreement and, if they have concerns about Richland’s 
compliance, shall schedule a review before the City Council (the “Periodic Review”). At least 
10 days prior to the Periodic Review, the City shall provide to Richland a copy of any staff 
reports and documents to be used or relied upon in conducting the review (and, to the extent 
practical, related exhibits) concerning Richland’s performance.  Richland shall be permitted an 
opportunity to respond to the City’s evaluation of Richland’s performance, either orally at a 
public hearing or in a written statement, at Richland’s election. If before the public hearing, such 
response shall be directed to the Community Development Director. At the conclusion of the 
Periodic Review, the City Council shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis 
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of substantial evidence, as to whether or not Richland has complied in good faith with the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement. If the City Council finds and determines, based on substantial 
evidence, that Richland has not complied with such terms and conditions, the City Council may 
initiate proceedings to terminate or modify this Agreement, in accordance with Government 
Code section 65865.1, by giving notice of its intention to do so, in the manner set forth in 
Government Code sections 65867 and 65868. If after receipt of the Written Report, the City does 
not (a) schedule a Periodic Review within two months, or (b) notify Richland in writing of the 
City’s determination after a Periodic Review, then it shall be conclusively presumed that 
Richland has complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of this Agreement during the 
year covered under the Written Report. 

7.4 Notice of Compliance.  Within 30 days following any written request which 
Richland or a Mortgagee may make from time to time, the City shall execute and deliver to the 
requesting party (or to any other party identified by the requesting party) a written “Notice of 
Compliance”, in recordable form, duly executed and acknowledged by the City, that certifies: 
(a) this Agreement is unmodified and in full force and effect, or if there have been modifications, 
that this Agreement is in full force and effect as modified and stating the date and nature of the 
modifications; (b) there are no current uncured defaults under this Agreement or specifying the 
dates and nature of any default; and (c) any other information reasonably requested by Richland 
or the Mortgagee. The failure to deliver such a statement within such time shall constitute a 
conclusive presumption against the City that this Agreement is in full force and effect without 
modification except as may be represented by Richland and that there are no uncured defaults in 
the performance of Richland, except as may be represented by Richland. 

ARTICLE 8 
DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

8.1 Dispute; Confidentiality.  Any controversy or dispute arising out of or related to 
this Agreement (a “Dispute”), shall be subject to private negotiation among the Parties, and if 
then not resolved shall be subject to non-binding mediation followed by litigation, if necessary, 
as set forth below. Each Party agrees that any Dispute, and all matters concerning any Dispute, 
will be considered confidential and will not be disclosed to any third-party except (a) disclosures 
to a Party’s attorneys, accountants, and other consultants who assist the Party in the resolution of 
the Dispute, (b) as provided below with respect to the mediation, and (c) as otherwise required 
by law, including without limitation, the California Public Records Act. 

8.2 Private Negotiation.  If a Dispute arises, the Parties agree to negotiate in good 
faith to resolve the Dispute.  If the negotiations do not resolve the Dispute to the reasonable 
satisfaction of the Parties within 30 days from a written request for a negotiation, then the 
Dispute shall be submitted to mediation pursuant to 8.3. 

8.3 Mediation.  Within 30 days following the written request to negotiate, either Party 
may initiate non-binding mediation (the “Mediation”), conducted by JAMS, Inc. (“JAMS”) or 
any other agreed-upon mediator.  Either Party may initiate the Mediation by written notice to the 
other Party. The mediator shall be a retired judge or other mediator, selected by mutual 
agreement of the Parties, and if the Parties cannot agree within 15 days after the Mediation 
notice, the mediator shall be selected through the procedures regularly followed by JAMS. The 
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Mediation shall be held within 30 days after the Mediator is selected, or a longer period as the 
Parties and the mediator mutually decide. If the Dispute is not fully resolved by mutual 
agreement of the Parties within 30 days after completion of the Mediation, then either Party may 
commence an action in state or federal court. The Parties shall bear equally the cost of the 
mediator’s fees and expenses, but each Party shall pay its own attorneys’ and expert witness fees 
and any other associated costs. 

8.4 Injunction.  Nothing in this ARTICLE 8 shall limit a Party’s right to seek an 
injunction or restraining order from a court of competent jurisdiction in circumstances where 
such relief is deemed necessary to preserve assets. 

ARTICLE 9 
MISCELLANEOUS 

9.1 Defined Terms; Citations.  The capitalized terms used in this Agreement, unless 
the context obviously indicates otherwise, shall have the meaning given them in this Agreement.  
Except as otherwise expressly stated, all citations are to the Government Code of the State of 
California. 

9.2 Enforceability.  As provided in Section 65865.4, this Agreement shall be 
enforceable by either Party notwithstanding any change enacted or adopted (whether by 
ordinance, resolution, initiative, or any other means) in any applicable general plan, specific 
plan, zoning ordinance, subdivision ordinance, or any other land use ordinance or resolution or 
other rule, regulation or policy adopted by the City that changes, alters or amends the ordinances, 
rules, regulations and policies included in the Applicable Law, except as this Agreement may be 
amended or canceled pursuant to Section 65868 or modified or suspended pursuant to Section 
65869.5. 

9.3 Other Necessary Acts.  Each Party shall execute and deliver to the other all such 
other further instruments and documents as may be reasonably necessary to carry out the Project 
Approvals and this Agreement and to provide and secure to the other Party the full and complete 
enjoyment of its rights and privileges under this Agreement. 

9.4 Construction.  Each reference in this Agreement to this Agreement or any of the 
Project Approvals shall be deemed to refer to this Agreement or the Project Approvals, as it may 
be amended from time to time. This Agreement has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel 
for both the City and Richland, and no presumption or rule that ambiguities shall be construed 
against the drafting party shall apply to the interpretation or enforcement of this Agreement. 

9.5 Covenants Running with the Land.  Subject to the Transfer provisions in 
ARTICLE 5, all of the provisions contained in this Agreement shall be binding upon and benefit 
the Parties and their respective heirs, successors and assigns, representatives, lessees, and all 
other persons acquiring all or a portion of, or interest in, the Property, whether by operation of 
law or in any manner whatsoever. All of the provisions contained in this Agreement shall be 
enforceable as equitable servitudes and shall constitute covenants running with the land pursuant 
to California law including, without limitation, Civil Code Section 1468. Each covenant herein to 
act or refrain from acting is for the benefit of or a burden upon the Property, as appropriate, runs 
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with the Property and is for the benefit of and binding upon the owner, Richland, and each 
successive owner of all or a portion of the Property, during its ownership of such property. 

9.6 Attorneys’ Fees.  If any legal action or other proceeding is commenced to enforce 
or interpret any provision of, or otherwise relating to, this Agreement, the losing party or parties 
shall pay the prevailing party’s or parties’ actual expenses incurred in the investigation of any 
claim leading to the proceeding, preparation for and participation in the proceeding, any appeal 
or other post-judgment motion, and any action to enforce or collect the judgment including 
without limitation contempt, garnishment, levy, discovery and bankruptcy. For this purpose, 
“expenses” include, without limitation, court or other proceeding costs and experts’ and 
attorneys’ fees and their expenses. The phrase “prevailing party” shall mean the party which is 
determined in the proceeding to have prevailed or which prevails by dismissal, default or 
otherwise. 

9.7 No Agency, Joint Venture or Partnership.  The City and Richland disclaim the 
existence of any form of agency relationship, joint venture or partnership between the City and 
Richland. Nothing contained in this Agreement or in any document executed in connection with 
this Agreement shall be construed as creating any relationship other than a contractual 
relationship between the City and Richland. 

9.8 No Third Party Beneficiary.  This Agreement is made solely and specifically 
among and for the benefit of the Parties, and their respective successors and assigns subject to 
the express provisions relating to successors and assigns, and no other party other than a 
Mortgagee will have any rights, interest or claims or be entitled to any benefits under or on 
account of this Agreement as a third party beneficiary or otherwise. 

9.9 Notices.  All notices, consents, requests, demands or other communications to or 
upon the respective Parties shall be in writing and shall be effective for all purposes: (A) upon 
receipt on any City business day before 5:00 PM local time and on the next City business day if 
received after 5:00 PM or on other than a City business day, including without limitation, in the 
case of (i) personal delivery, or (ii) delivery by messenger, express or air courier or similar 
courier, or (B) five days after being duly mailed certified mail, return receipt requested, postage 
prepaid, all addressed as follows: 

If to City, to: City of Antioch 
Attention:  City Manager 
200 H Street 
Antioch, CA  94509 
Telephone:  (925) 779-7011 

With a mandatory 
copy to: City Attorney 

City of Antioch 
200 H Street 
Antioch, CA  94509 
Telephone:  (925) 779-7015 

2016-03-30 
v3 



 
If to Richland, to:  

Richland Planned Communities, Inc. 
Attention:  Aaron Ross-Swain 
801 Ygnacio Road, Suite 110 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Telephone:  (925) 271-0676 

With a mandatory 
copy to: Richland Planned Communities, Inc. 

Attention:  General Counsel 
3161 Michelson Drive, Suite 425 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Telephone: (949) 261-7010 

In this Agreement “City business days” means days that the Antioch City Hall is open for 
business and does not currently include Fridays, Saturdays, Sundays, and federal and state legal 
holidays. Either Party may change its address by written notice to the other on five business 
days’ prior notice in the manner set forth above. Receipt of communication by facsimile shall be 
sufficiently evidenced by a machine-generated confirmation of transmission without notation of 
error. In the case of illegible or otherwise unreadable facsimile transmissions, the receiving Party 
shall promptly notify the transmitting Party of any transmission problem and the transmitting 
Party shall promptly resend any affected pages. 

9.10 Entire Agreement and Exhibits.  This Agreement constitutes in full, the final and 
exclusive understanding and agreement of the Parties and supersedes all negotiations or previous 
agreements of the Parties with respect to all or any part of the subject matter of this Agreement.  
No oral statements or prior written matter not specifically incorporated in this Agreement shall 
be of any force and effect. No amendment of, supplement to or waiver of any obligations under 
this Agreement shall be enforceable or admissible unless set forth in a writing approved by the 
City and Richland. The following exhibits are attached to this Agreement and incorporated for 
all purposes: 

Exhibit A Property Legal Description 

Exhibit B-1 Final Development Plan 

Exhibit B-2 Vesting Tentative Map 

9.11 Severability.  If any part of this Agreement is declared unenforceable or invalid 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, all remaining provisions shall continue to be valid and 
enforceable.  

9.12 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in any number of identical 
counterparts and each counterpart shall be deemed to be an original document. All executed 
counterparts together shall constitute one and the same document, and any counterpart signature 
pages may be detached and assembled to form a single original document. This Agreement may 
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be executed by signatures transmitted by facsimile, adobe acrobat or other electronic image files 
and these signatures shall be valid, binding and admissible as though they were ink originals. 

9.13 Recordation of Development Agreement.  Pursuant to Section 65868.5, no later 
than ten days after the City enters into this Agreement, the City Clerk shall record an executed 
copy of this Agreement or a Memorandum of this Agreement in the Official Records of the 
County of Contra Costa. 

This Agreement has been entered into by and between Richland and the City as of the 
Effective Date. 

 
CITY:  RICHLAND:  

City of Antioch, a municipal corporation  Richland Planned Communities, Inc., a 
California corporation 

   
By:   By:  
 __________________, City Manager  Name:  
  Its:  

   
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

   
By:   By:  
 _______________________, City Attorney    

   
ATTEST:   

   
By:    
 _______________________, City Clerk   
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EXHIBIT A 

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

(to be inserted) 

 

 
 
 
 

 EXHIBIT A 
OAK #4812-6077-0579 v3  



 
EXHIBIT B-1 

 
FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
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EXHIBIT B-2 

 
VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 2016-** 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 

RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE TO PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (PD-15-03) FOR THE LAUREL RANCH PROJECT  

 
WHEREAS, the City received an application from Strack Farms LLC (Richland) 

requesting approval of an Addendum to the Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report, a rezone to Planned Development District (PD-15-03), a 
Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan (PW 698), and a development 
agreement for the Laurel Ranch project.  The project consists of the development of 180 
single family homes and associated improvements on a portion of a 54 acre parcel.  
The project site is located at the northwest corner of the Highway 4 Bypass and Laurel 
Road interchange (APN 053-060-031); and, 
 

WHEREAS, an addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan was prepared for the project in conformance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act and considered by the Planning Commission 
on July 20, 2016; and,  

 
WHEREAS, on July 20, 2016, the Planning Commission recommended adoption 

of the Addendum to the City Council; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission duly gave notice of public hearing as 
required by law; and 
 

WHEREAS, on July 20, 2016, the Planning Commission duly held a public 
hearing on the matter, and received and considered evidence, both oral and 
documentary. 
 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission makes 
the following findings required for approval of the proposed zone change: 

 
1. That the public necessity requires the proposed zone change.  Each 

project in the East Lone Tree specific Plan is required to rezone to a 
Planned Development (PD) District and adopt development standards. 

 
2. That the subject property is suitable to the use permitted in the proposed 

zone change.  The subject property is undeveloped land adjacent to 
existing and approved residential development and is suitable to single 
family residential development.   

 
 
 
 
 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-** 
July 20, 2016 
Page 2 
 

3. That said permitted use is not detrimental to the surrounding property.  
The project is consistent with the adjacent residential development to the 
west and approved residential development to the south and the project 
will construct infrastructure and improvements that will benefit surrounding 
properties. 

 
4. That the proposed zone change modifying development standards is in 

conformance with the Antioch General Plan.  The project conforms to the 
requirements of the General Plan East Lone Tree Specific Plan Area 
Focus Area. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission does hereby 

recommend to the City Council APPROVAL of the draft Ordinance (Exhibit A) to rezone 
the approximately 54 acre project site (APN 053-060-031), located at the northwest 
corner of the Highway 4 Bypass and Laurel Rd. interchange, to Planned Development 
District (PD-15-03). 

. 
* * * * * * * * 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing recommendation was passed and 

adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Antioch, at a regular meeting 
thereof, held on the 20th day of July, 2016, by following vote: 
 
AYES:    
NOES:   
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:            
 
  _____________________________________  
  FORREST EBBS 
 Secretary to the Planning Commission 



 

 EXHIBIT A 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH TO REZONE 
(APN 053-060-031) TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (PD-15-03)  

 
The City Council of the City of Antioch does ordain as follows: 
 
SECTION 1: 
 

The City Council determined on _________ that, pursuant to Section 15164 of 
the Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act, that the appropriate 
environmental document for the project is an Addendum to the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for Future Urban Area #2 Specific Plan. 
SECTION 2: 

At its regular meeting of July 20, 2016, the Planning Commission recommended 
that the City Council adopt the Ordinance to rezone the subject property to Planned 
Development District (PD-15-03).  
SECTION 3: 
 
 The real property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto, is hereby rezoned to 
Planned Development District (PD-15-03), and the zoning map is hereby amended 
accordingly.  The Final Development Plan, with attachments consisting of various maps, 
written documents, and renderings of the proposed development along with all 
conditions imposed by the City of Antioch are hereby incorporated by reference and 
made a part of this zoning change.  These documents are on file at the City of Antioch 
Community Development Department.  
 
SECTION 4: 
 
 The permitted uses and conditionally permitted uses for the parcels located north 
of Laurel Rd. shall be single family, detached residential uses. The permitted and 
conditionally permitted uses for the portion of the project south of Laurel Rd. and east of 
Country Hills Dr. shall conform to the requirements of the Neighborhood Community 
Commercial District (C-2) as required in Chapter 5, Section 9, Article 38 of the City of 
Antioch Municipal Code. 
 

The development standards, as defined below, for the portion of the subject 
property north of Laurel Rd. (APN 053-060-031), known as the Laurel Ranch Project, 
are herein incorporated into this ordinance, and are binding upon said property. 
 
 

 



 

Development Standards for the Proposed Laurel Ranch Planned Development 
District 
 

Standard Proposed PD Zoning Standards 
 Conventional Neighborhood Private Lane Neighborhood 
Maximum Number of 
Units 

93 94 

Minimum Lot Size 4,000 s.f. 2,580 s.f. 
Minimum Lot Width 50 feet 43 feet 
Minimum Lot Depth 80 feet 60 feet 
Minimum Front Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (reserved for 
landscaping only, 
excluding driveways) 

12 feet to house 
20 feet to garage 

8 feet to house 
18 feet to garage 

Minimum Side Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (reserved for 
landscaping only) 

Interior lot: 4 feet 
Corner lot: 10 feet street side 
setback. No part of a house, 
landscaping, or fence shall 
obstruct the required clear vision 
zone at an intersection. 

Interior lot: 4 feet minimum.  10 
foot minimum adjacent to a 
sound wall. 
Corner lot: 10 feet street side 
setback. No part of a house, 
landscaping, or fence shall 
obstruct the required clear vision 
zone at an intersection. 

Minimum Rear Yard 
Setbacks from Property 
Line (including patio 
covers) 

15 feet, minimum 10 feet flat 
area 
20 feet adjacent to Laurel Rd. 

5 feet 
20 feet adjacent to Laurel Rd. 

Accessory Structure 
Setbacks 

Interior lot: side yard and rear 
yard setback is zero  
Corner lot: street side setback is 
20 feet and rear and interior side 
setback is zero 

Attached or detached accessory 
structures and patio covers are 
not permitted 

Maximum Building 
Height 

35 feet 35 feet 

Maximum Lot Coverage 
(including porches, 
porticos, trellises and 
patio covers) 

55% 55% 

Minimum Parking and 
Driveways 

Attached two car garage 
minimum 20 feet by 20 feet 
clear inside dimensions. 
Minimum 20 foot long driveway. 
Minimum one 20 foot long on-
street guest parking space per 
house. 

Attached two car garage 
minimum 20 feet by 20 feet clear 
inside dimensions. Minimum 18 
foot long driveway. Minimum one 
20 foot long on-street guest 
parking space per house. 

Second Dwelling Unit Detached second Dwelling units 
are not permitted 

Detached second Dwelling units 
are not permitted   

 
SECTION 5: 
 

The City Council finds that the public necessity requires the proposed zone 
change, that the subject property is suitable to the use permitted in the proposed zone 
change, that said permitted use is not detrimental to the surrounding property, and that 
the proposed zone change modifying the development standards is in conformance with 
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Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 

including mass transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 

system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 

and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

Less than significant impact after mitigation.  The 1996 Final EIR did not specifically assess the 

potential for the project to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures 

of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.  The 1996 Final EIR provided an 

evaluation of off‐site impacts on traffic operation and capacity at different horizon years and a review 

of on‐site circulation issues, which include internal access and circulation, traffic operations and 

capacity, roadway standards, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, emergency vehicle access and service 

deliveries, parking, construction impacts and transit.  Future traffic operating conditions on study 

roadways and intersections were evaluated by comparing existing level of service (LOS) results with 

future LOS results.  Aspects of the proposed project concerning access, internal circulation, sight 

distance, emergency vehicle access, parking, intersection and roadway standards, pedestrian and 

bicycle circulation and impacts due to construction were evaluated on the basis of commonly accepted 

traffic engineering standards.  Trip generation of the project was calculated using the trip generation 

equations embedded in the East County Model.  The model estimates the amount of different types of 

travel expected to come from different land uses on a daily basis. 

The 1996 Final EIR found that the addition of project traffic would worsen deficient conditions at 

certain intersections, that the project would deteriorate LOS to unacceptable in certain locations, the 

new intersection of Sunset Drive Wild/Horse Drive would operate at unacceptable conditions with 

project traffic, and the project would require a number of intersections to warrant signals.  The 1996 

Final EIR included several mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level 

(Mitigation Measures B1a–B1c, B2a–B2c, B3, B4a–B4e, B5a–B5f, B6a–B6f, B7a–B7e, B8a–B8e, B9a–

B9o, and B10.) 

The currently proposed project is smaller in scale than the 1996 project, and, therefore, traffic 

impacts will be less.  The currently proposed project would develop 180 single‐family dwelling units 

on the project site, which is significantly less development than was planned and assessed for this 

site in the 1996 Final EIR.  Table 17 summarizes the trip generation associated with the project.  As 

shown in the table, the proposed project would generate 1,780 daily trips, 140 AM peak‐hour trips, 

and 187 PM peak‐hour trips.  (Note: the traffic analysis was conducted using an earlier figure of 187 

units so presents a more conservative analysis.) 
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Table 17: Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use Units 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Rate Trips Rate Trips In Out Rate Trips In Out 

Proposed 

Single Family 
Detached Housing 

187 du  9.52  1,780  0.75  140  35  105  1.00  187  118  69 

Note: 
du = dwelling unit 

 

Intersection Operations 

Intersection operations were evaluated based on the significance threshold established by the 

jurisdiction in which they are located or the agency that maintains them.  The study area is located in 

the City of Antioch in Contra Costa County.  The East County Regional Transportation Planning 

Committee, under the Contra Cost Transportation Planning Authority and in conjunction with local 

agencies, developed the Draft East County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance, which 

establishes objectives for arterial routes.  Local agencies, such as the City of Antioch, have adopted 

the plan and resulting objectives. 

In the study area, if one or more legs of the study intersection are ramps for SR‐4, the intersection is 

maintained by Caltrans; otherwise, the intersection falls under the jurisdiction of the City of Antioch.  

For the intersection of Lone Tree Way/Empire Avenue, the jurisdiction is both the City of Antioch and 

the City of Brentwood.  The Caltrans recommended target LOS is the transition from LOS C to D.  The 

cities of Antioch and Brentwood have the recommended objective target of LOS D. 

W‐Trans evaluated the proposed project’s impacts on intersection operations.  Table 18 summarizes 

Existing (without project) Conditions and Existing Plus Project intersection operations.  Note that the 

Existing Plus Project scenario accounts for the planned extension of Laurel Road from the SR‐4 

interchange to its current terminus west of the project site, while the Existing Conditions scenario 

does not.  As shown in the table, all intersections would operate at acceptable LOS.  Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant, and would remain the same or less than those identified in 

the 1996 Final EIR. 

Table 18: Existing and Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Existing Conditions Existing plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  7.7  A  8.0  B  7.7  A  8.0  B 

2.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  26.5  C  25.5  C  26.6  C  25.5  C 

3.  Hillcrest Rd/Laurel Rd  10.4  B  8.5  A  13.7  B  12.9  A 
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Table 18 (cont.): Existing and Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Existing Conditions Existing plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

4.  Laurel Rd/Canada Valley Rd   —  —  —  —  9.1  A  8.0  A 

5.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Laurel Rd  1.4  A  1.0  A  7.8  A  14.4  B 

6.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Laurel Rd  9.5  A  15.4  B  21.0  C  30.9  C 

7.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  14.7  B  16.3  B  14.7  B  16.3  B 

8.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  8.2  A  10.8  B  8.3  A  10.9  B 

9.  Lone Tree Way/Empire Ave  15.2  B  18.8  B  15.3  B  18.9  B 

10. Laurel Rd/Country Hills Dr  —  —  —  —  4.5  A  4.7  A 

Notes: 
Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle 
LOS = Level of Service 

 

Table 19 summarizes Existing Plus Park Ridge Phase 1 (without project) Conditions (where “Park 

Ridge Phase 1” refers to the completed Phase 1, of seven phases of the Park Ridge Project) and 

Existing Plus Nearby Project Plus Project intersection operations.  Note that the Existing Plus Nearby 

Project Plus Project scenario accounts for the planned extension of Laurel Road from the SR‐4 

interchange to its current terminus west of the project site, as both D Lane and Country Hills Drive—

the two access roads into the Laurel Ranch project site—are located along this extension.  The 

Existing Plus Nearby Project scenario would not require this segment of road to be built because 

access to Phase 1 of the Park Ridge Project is primarily located from Canada Valley Road.  Phase 7, 

the last phase of the Park Ridge project, would primarily be accessed through the Laurel Road 

extension.  As shown in the table, all intersections would operate at acceptable LOS.  Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant, and would remain the same or less than those identified in 

the 1996 Final EIR. 

Table 19: Existing Plus Park Ridge Phase 1 and Existing Plus Park Ridge Phase 1 Plus Project 
Intersection Operations 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Existing Plus Nearby Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Nearby Project Plus 
Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  7.7  A  8.0  B  7.7  A  8.0  B 

2.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  26.6  C  25.5  C  26.6  C  25.9  C 

3.  Hillcrest Rd/Laurel Rd  10.4  B  8.5  A  13.8  B  12.9  A 
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Table 19 (cont.): Existing Plus Nearby Project and Existing Plus Nearby Project Plus 
Project Intersection Operations 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Existing Plus Nearby Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Nearby Project Plus 
Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

4.  Laurel Rd/Canada Valley Rd   —  —  —  —  9.6  A  9.0  A 

5.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Laurel Rd  1.4  A  1.0  A  8.0  A  15.3  B 

6.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Laurel Rd  9.5  A  15.4  B  22.3  A  32.7  C 

7.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  15.1  B  22.6  B  14.7  B  16.3  B 

8.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  8.3  A  11.1  B  8.3  A  10.9  B 

9.  Lone Tree Way/Empire Ave  16.0  B  19.6  B  15.7  B  19.0  B 

10. Laurel Rd/Country Hills Dr  —  —  —  —  4.5  A  4.7  A 

Notes: 
Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle 
LOS = Level of Service 

 

Table 20 summarizes Cumulative (without project) Conditions and Cumulative Plus Project 

intersection operations.  The Cumulative Conditions represent the projected traffic conditions in the 

year 2040.  This includes the completion of all seven phases of the Park Ridge project as well as the 

completion of any proposed roadway infrastructure improvements in the study area.  Note that both 

scenarios account for the planned extension of Laurel Road from the SR‐4 interchange to its current 

terminus west of the project site.  While the intersections of SR‐4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 

and SR‐4 Eastbound Ramps/Lone Tree Way would still operate below the desired Caltrans threshold, 

the intersections would continue to operate acceptably, based on the East County Action Plan.  

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and would remain the same or less than those 

identified in the 1996 Final EIR. 

Table 20: Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Operation 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Cumulative Conditions Cumulative plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 

2.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Hillcrest Ave  13.9  B  51.0 D 13.9  B  51.0 D 

3.  Hillcrest Rd/Laurel Rd  68.8  E  107.3  F  71.6  E  108.9  F 

4.  Laurel Rd/Canada Valley Rd   19.6  B  43.7  D  19.9  B  45.4  D 
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Table 20 (cont.): Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Operation 

Study Intersection 
Approach 

Cumulative Conditions Cumulative plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

5.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Laurel Rd  17.4  B  25.4  C  18.8  B  30.3  C 

6.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Laurel Rd  15.8  B  21.4  C  17.3  B  23.0  C 

7.  SR‐4 EB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  30.2  C  49.7 D 30.3  C  49.7 D 

8.  SR‐4 WB Ramps/Lone Tree Way  13.4  B  21.2  C  13.4  B  21.3  C 

9.  Lone Tree Way/Empire Ave  18.6  B  27.4  C  18.6  B  27.5  C 

10. Laurel Rd/Country Hills Dr  20.3  C  13.9  B  37.6  D  23.2  C 

11. Laurel Rd/Slatten Ranch Rd  30.6  C  55.9  E  30.9  C  57.0  E 

Notes: 
Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle 
LOS = Level of Service; Bold text = deficient operation 

 

Queuing 

Queuing analysis was performed for the project driveways in order to determine adequacy of 

turning pocket lengths in reference to projected queue lengths.  Analysis for the project driveways 

were performed under the Cumulative and Cumulative plus project scenarios.  As noted in the site 

plan, there are two project driveways, one is the study signalized intersection of Country Hills 

Drive/Laurel Road and the second is Laurel Road/D Lane, a side street stop‐controlled intersection 

with only right‐in and right‐out access, due to the median on Laurel Road. 

Under the Cumulative Scenarios, the projected 95th percentile queues in left‐turn pockets at the study 

intersection and the queue at the unsignalized intersection of Laurel Road/D Lane were determined 

using the SIMTRAFFIC application of Synchro, and averaging the projected 95th percentile queue for 

each of five runs.  The 95th percentile queue represents the peak of the peak, or queues that only have 

a 5 percent chance of being exceeded.  The estimated available storage lengths for the intersections 

are all approximations based on the site plan for the project.  Summarized in Table 11 of the Traffic 

Impact Analysis (Appendix C) are the predicted queue lengths for approaches to intersections where 

queues are expected to exceed the existing available storage capacity.  The results of the 95th 

percentile queuing analysis indicate that the estimated available storage lengths, as proposed, would 

be adequate to accommodate future volumes in addition to proposed Laurel Ranch and Park Ridge 

project traffic volumes.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative Access 2 

As part of the Davidon Homes (Park Ridge Subdivision) Addendum to the Project Level EIR, the 

intersection of D Lane‐Treeline Way/Laurel Road had no turning movement restrictions and was 

analyzed with stop‐controlled side streets.  Based on the significance criterion for unsignalized 
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intersections, it did not meet this signal warrant and as such would not result in a significant impact.  It 

was determined that if the intersection were to be signalized, it would operate at an acceptable LOS. 

An alternative access was analyzed in which the Laurel Road median would be designed to allow 

westbound left turns into the Park Ridge project directly to the south of D Lane.  The queuing 

analysis, shown in Table 21 for the proposed left‐turn pocket indicated that there would be sufficient 

length to accommodate the projected queues from the Park Ridge Project. 

Table 21: Queuing Summary 

Intersection 
Approach 

Estimated Available 
Storage 

95th Percent Queues 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

C C+P C C+P 

Laurel Rd/D Lane  

WB Left‐Turn  200*  36  52  75  68 

Notes: 
95

th Percent Queue based on the calculated potential from five averaged SIMTRAFFIC runs 
* = Estimates of storage length based on potential space according to site plan, measured in feet 
C = Cumulative Conditions; C+P = Future plus Project Conditions 

 

According to the queuing calculations, there would be adequate space in the proposed Laurel Road 

median to incorporate a left‐turn pocket at the intersection of Laurel Road and D Lane (Treeline 

Way).  (While the median can accommodate a storage length of approximately 200 feet, the queuing 

calculations indicate that the storage length could be shorter, if desired).  Impacts would be less than 

significant from queuing at either the study intersections or the alternative design of the intersection 

of Laurel Road and D Lane (Treeline Way), and impacts would remain the same or less than those 

identified in the 1996 Final EIR. 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level 

of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 

congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Less than significant impact after mitigation.  As noted previously, the 1996 Final EIR included 

several transportation‐related mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level 

(Mitigation Measures B1a–B1c, B2a–B2c, B3, B4a–B4e, B5a–B5f, B6a–B6f, B7a–B7e, B8a–B8e, B9a–

B9o, and B10.) 

The currently proposed project is smaller in scale than the project assessed in the 1996 Final EIR, 

and, therefore, impacts will be lessened.  According to the East County Action Plan, one of the 

Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives is delay index for all freeway segments in East County.  

However, following the CCTA Final Technical Procedures (2013), the threshold for analysis of freeway 

Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives would not be satisfied.  As stated, “when the 

proposed project adds more than 50 net new peak‐hour vehicle trips to a freeway ramp, then the 

impact of the project on freeway Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives should be 
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evaluated.”  Therefore, because the proposed project would not add more than 50 net new peak‐

hour trips to any one of the ten freeway ramps from the five study intersections under the 

Cumulative scenario, the freeway Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives were not required 

to be analyzed and impacts would be consider de minimis.  Impacts would be less than significant, 

and would remain the same or less than those identified in the 1996 Final EIR. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No impact.  The 1996 Final EIR did not assess impacts resulting in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety 

risks. 

The nearest airport to the project site is Byron Municipal Airport, located 10.5 miles to the 

southeast.  This distance precludes the possibility of the proposed project changing air traffic 

patterns at Byron Municipal Airport.  No impact would occur. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less than significant impact.  The 1996 Final EIR did not specifically assess whether the project 

would substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.  The currently 

proposed project is much smaller than the 1996 project, and, therefore, impacts will be less.  The 

project includes the extension of Laurel Road from the SR‐4 interchange to its current terminus west 

of the project site.  The Laurel Road extension would provide a roadway section ranging from 104 to 

112 feet in width with a center median and two through lanes in each direction.  Left‐turn lanes 

would be provided at the two new intersections on this segment to separate left turning movements 

from through movements.  In addition, the two new intersections would consolidate and align the 

residential access points at these locations, thereby avoiding creating potentially unsafe 

configurations involving offset or closely spaced access points into each residential development.  As 

such, the proposed project would not increase roadway safety hazards associated with design 

features or incompatible uses.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than significant impact.  The 1996 Final EIR identified that site planning for the Specific Plan 

area needs to provide for emergency vehicle access and service delivery facilities.  Specific project 

layout and circulation planning had not yet reached a stage at which compliance with City of Antioch 

public works and fire standards could be verified.  The EIR noted that unless adequately addressed in 

subsequent plans, this would be a significant impact. 

The currently proposed project includes the extension of Laurel Road from the SR‐4 interchange to 

its current terminus west of the project site that would close a gap in the regional roadway network.  

This would serve to improve emergency access in the project vicinity.  Additionally, all internal 

roadways would comply with the latest adopted edition of California Fire Code.  Therefore, the 
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proposed project would provide adequate emergency access.  Impacts would be less than 

significant. 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

Less than significant impact after mitigation.  For the 1996 Final EIR, pedestrian or bicycle paths had 

not yet been specified for the project, but incorporation of the Mitigation B13 and B14 has resulted 

in adequate bike and pedestrian connections. 

Tri‐Delta Transit Route 380 currently stops on Laurel Road west of the project site.  The extension of 

Laurel Road to SR‐4 would be expected to result in the introduction of bus service on this segment of 

the road in the future.  Additionally sidewalks would be installed along Laurel Road and along the 

internal streets.  Finally, a trail connection between the project and the Delta de Anza Regional Trail 

would be provided.  In summary, the proposed project would be accessible to public transit, bicycles, 

and pedestrians.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures B1a–B1c, B2a–B2c, B3, B4a–B4e, B5a–B5f, B6a–B6f, B7a–B7e, B8a–B8e, B9a–

B9o, and B10 from the 1996 Final EIR still apply. 

No new or refined mitigation measures are proposed. 

Mitigation Measures B1a–B1c  The following intersection improvements would be needed to 

mitigate deficient conditions to an acceptable level: 

 B1a—Lone Tree Way/James Donlon Blvd. 

‐ Add 2nd eastbound right‐tum lane or channelized “free‐right” 

and 2nd northbound left‐tum lane. 

 B1b—Lone Tree Way/Fairview Ave. 

‐ Will operate at acceptable conditions with planned year 2010 

widenings. 

 B1c—Lone Tree Way/Dallas Ranch Rd. 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound right‐tum lane. 

 

Mitigation Measures B2a–B2c The following intersection improvements would be needed to mitigate 

deficient conditions to an acceptable level: 

 B2a—SR4 eastbound ramps/Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add 2nd eastbound right‐turn lane or channelized “free‐right.” 
 B2b—Sunset Drive/Laurel Rd. 

‐ Add 2nd southbound left‐turn lane. 
 B2c—Deer Valley Rd./Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound right‐tum lane. 
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Mitigation Measure B3  This intersection will operate‐at acceptable conditions with planned 

2010 widenings. 

 Sunset Drive/Wild Horse Drive 

 

Mitigation Measures B4a–B4e  Signalize intersections: 

 Deer Valley Rd./Balfour Rd. 
 Sand Creek Rd./Lone Tree Way 

 Fairview Ave./Sand Creek Rd. 
 O’Hara Ave./Lone Tree Way 

 Empire Ave./Lone Tree Way 

 

Mitigation Measures B5a–B5f  Signalize intersections: 

 Sunset Drive/Lone Tree Way 

 Empire Ave./Laurel Rd. 

 Canada Valley Rd./Lone Tree Way 

 Sunset Dr./Laurel Rd. 
 Sunset Dr./Wild Horse Drive 

 Lone Tree Way/Regional Commercial 

 Use Driveway 
 

Mitigation Measures B6a–B6f  The following intersection improvements would mitigate deficient 

conditions to an acceptable level: 

 B6a SR 4 westbound ramps/Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add 2nd northbound left‐turn lane 
 B6b SR 4 westbound ramps/Hillcrest Ave. 

‐ Add 2nd northbound left‐turn lane 
 B6c SR 4 eastbound ramps/Hillcrest Ave. 

‐ Channelized “Free‐Right” and exclusive northbound right‐turn 
lane 

 B6d Lone Tree Way/James Donlon Blvd. 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound right‐turn lane and 2nd northbound 
left‐turn lane 

 B6e Dallas Ranch Road/Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound right‐turn lane and 2nd northbound 
left‐turn lane 

 B6f Hillcrest Ave./Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add exclusive southbound and westbound right‐turn lanes 
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Mitigation Measures B7a–B7e  The following intersection improvements would be needed to 

mitigate deficient conditions to an acceptable level: 

 B7a Deer Valley Rd./New Sand Creek Rd 
‐ Add exclusive southbound right‐turn lane and 2nd eastbound 
left‐turn lane 

 B7b Deer Valley Rd./Lone Tree Way 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound and northbound right‐turn lanes 
 B7c Dallas Ranch Rd./New Sand Creek Rd. 

‐ Add 2nd southbound left‐turn lane 
 B7d Hillcrest Ave./Laurel Ave 

‐ Add exclusive eastbound right turn lane 
 B7e Dallas Ranch Rd./Lone Tree Way 

‐ See Mitigation Measure B6 

 

Mitigation Measures B8a–B8e  Signalize intersections 

 Lone Tree Way/Sand Creek Rd. 

 Empire Ave./Laurel Rd. 

 O’Hara Ave./Lone Tree Way 

 Sunset Drive/Laurel Rd. 
 Dallas Ranch Rd./Lone Tree Way 

 

Mitigation Measures B9a‐B9o  Signalize intersections 

 Deer Valley Rd./New Rd. 
 Sunset Drive/Lone Tree Way 

 Canada Valley Rd./Lone Tree Way 

 Dallas Ranch Rd./New Sand Creek Rd. 
 Hillcrest Ave./New Sand Creek Rd. 
 New Sand Creek Rd./Kaiser Driveway 
 New Sand Creek Rd./Zone 451 Residential Access 
 New Sand Creek Rd./South Dallas Ranch Rd. 
 New Sand Creek Rd./Zone 453 Residential Access 
 Dallas Ranch Rd./Zone 434 Residential Access 
 Deer Valley Rd./Kaiser Access 
 Deer Valley Rd./Zones 434/455 Residential Access 
 Hillcrest Ave./Zones 21:59/460 Residential Access 
 Lone Tree Way/Regional Commercial Driveway 

 Lone Tree Way/Regional Commercial Driveway 

 

MM B10  Address in subsequent plans.  (Access to on‐site commercial and 

employment areas has not yet been developed.) 
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MM B11, B12, B13  Intersections, roadways, sidewalks and bike lanes will be designed in 

subsequent plans to meet City standards.  

MM B14 Address in subsequent plans.  (Provision for bicycle parking, showers in 

employment centers and other facilities to encourage bicycle use, and bicycle 

connections to adjacent development are not yet specified for the project.) 

MM B15, B16, B17  Address in subsequent plans.  (School pedestrian access, emergency vehicle 

access and parking are not yet specified for the project.) 

MM B18 Develop a detailed construction traffic plan. 

MM B19 There are two factors that will improve the transit accessibility of the 

project: (1) The project should be designed to allow for ready access to 

arterial and collector streets by pedestrians.  This means that cul‐de‐sacs 

that back onto arterial and collector streets should have a pedestrian/bicycle 

link between the cul‐de‐sac and the main road.  (2) Bus turnouts and 

passenger shelters should be provided on major Streets to accommodate 

future transit service.  Transit routes will need to be addressed in 

subsequent plans. 

MM B20 Implement incentives for employment bearing land uses to help assure that 

employment in FUA #2 will be established in the same general time frame as 

housing. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the 1996 Final EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of 

the proposed project. 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Conclusion in 
1996 EIR 

Do the Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Impacts? 

New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Impacts? 

New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

1996 EIR 
Mitigation 
Measures 

XVII. Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: 

a)  Exceed wastewater 
treatment 
requirements of the 
applicable Regional 
Water Quality 
Control Board? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 
wastewater 
treatment 
requirements. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 
wastewater 
treatment 
requirements. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
wastewater 
treatment 
requirements. 

None. 

b)  Require or result in 
the construction of 
new water or 
wastewater 
treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause 
significant 
environmental 
effects? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts 
associated with 
new water or 
wastewater 
treatment 
facilities. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts 
associated with 
new water or 
wastewater 
treatment 
facilities. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of new 
water or 
wastewater 
treatment 
facilities. 

None. 

c)  Require or result in 
the construction of 
new storm water 
drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause 
significant 
environmental 
effects? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 
stormwater 
drainage 
facilities. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 
stormwater 
drainage 
facilities. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
stormwater 
drainage 
facilities. 

None. 

d)  Have sufficient water 
supplies available to 
serve the project 
from existing 
entitlements and 
resources, or are new 
or expanded 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 

None. 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Conclusion in 
1996 EIR 

Do the Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Impacts? 

New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Impacts? 

New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

1996 EIR 
Mitigation 
Measures 

entitlements 
needed? 

water supply.  water supply.  additional 
analysis of 
water supply. 

e)  Result in inadequate 
wastewater 
treatment capacity to 
serve the project’s 
projected demand in 
addition to the 
provider’s existing 
commitments? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 
wastewater 
treatment 
capacity. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 
wastewater 
treatment 
capacity. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
wastewater 
treatment 
capacity. 

None. 

f)  Be served by a landfill 
with sufficient 
permitted capacity to 
accommodate the 
project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 
landfill capacity. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 
landfill capacity. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
landfill capacity. 

None. 

g)  Comply with federal, 
state, and local 
statutes and 
regulations related to 
solid waste? 

NA  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts on 
statutes and 
regulations 
related to solid 
waste. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts on 
statutes and 
regulations 
related to solid 
waste. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
statutes and 
regulations 
related to solid 
waste. 

None. 

 

Discussion and Mitigation 

The 1996 Final EIR did not evaluate the provision of utilities and service systems using the current 

Environmental Checklist.  The following discussion is provided to expand upon those topics but does 
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not change the 1996 Final EIR’s conclusion that there would be no significant impact to utilities and 

service systems after mitigation. 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? 

Less than significant impact.  Delta Diablo Sanitation District provides wastewater treatment to the 

City of Antioch, City of Pittsburg, and the unincorporated community of Bay Point.  The Delta Diablo 

wastewater treatment plant has a treatment capacity of 16.5 million gallons per day and is in 

compliance with all applicable water quality permits.  The proposed project would demand 108,225 

gallons of potable water per day, with indoor water use representing an estimated 40 percent of this 

figure (45,000 gallons).  If it were assumed that all 45,000 gallons represented the amount of 

effluent generated by the proposed project, it would represent less than 1 percent of the treatment 

capacity at the plant.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

No impact.  The proposed project would be served with potable water provided by the City of 

Antioch and wastewater treatment provided by Delta Diablo Sanitation District.  Both agencies have 

sufficient treatment capacity to serve the proposed project and, therefore, new or expanded 

facilities are not required.  No impact would occur. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less than significant impact.  The proposed project would install an on‐site stormwater collection 

system consisting of catch basins, inlets, underground piping, and stormwater basins.  The system 

would be designed to detain runoff during a stormwater event and regulate the discharge of runoff 

into the municipal storm drainage system at a rate less than the pre‐development condition of the 

site.  This would ensure that runoff leaving the project site would not inundate downstream drainage 

facilities.  Thus, no new or expanded storm drainage facilities would be required to serve the 

proposed project.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Less than significant impact.  The City of Antioch provides potable water service to businesses and 

residents in the city limits.  The City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan projected that the City’s 

water supplies would total 31,062 acre‐feet in 2015.  Using the Urban Water Management Plan per 

capita water use rate of 185 gallons per day, the proposed project’s 585 residents would demand 

108,225 gallons per day or 127 acre‐feet annually.  This latter figure represents less than 1 percent of 

the City’s 2015 water supply total.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments? 

Less than significant impact.  The Delta Diablo wastewater treatment plant has a treatment capacity 

of 16.5 million gallons per day and is in compliance with all applicable water quality permits.  The 

proposed project would demand 108,225 gallons of potable water per day, with indoor water use 

representing an estimated 40 percent of this figure (45,000 gallons).  If it were assumed that all 

45,000 gallons of indoor use represented the amount of effluent generated by the proposed project, 

it would represent less than 1 percent of the treatment capacity at the plant.  Impacts would be less 

than significant. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? 

Less than significant impact.  Solid waste from Antioch is disposed of at various landfills in the 

region including Altamont Sanitary Landfill, Vasco Road Landfill, and Keller Canyon Landfill.  

Collectively, these facilities have more than 117 million cubic yards of remaining capacity.  Using a 

waste generation rate of 2.55 cubic yards/dwelling unit/year, the proposed project would generate 

405 cubic yards of solid waste annually.  This would represent less than 0.01 percent of the 

remaining capacity at the three landfills.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less than significant impact.  The proposed project’s residential uses would be served with curbside 

solid waste, green waste, and recycling services provided by Republic Services.  As such, the 

proposed project would comply with state objectives concerning waste diversion.  Impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the 1996 Final EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of 

the proposed project. 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Conclusion in 
1996 EIR 

Do the Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Impacts? 

New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Impacts? 

New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

1996 EIR 
Mitigation 
Measures 

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Would the project: 

a)  Does the project 
have the potential to 
degrade the quality 
of the environment, 
substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or 
wildlife population to 
drop below self‐
sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal 
community, reduce 
the number or 
restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or 
eliminate important 
examples of the 
major periods of 
California history or 
prehistory? 

  No.  The 
proposed 
project does not 
involve changes 
that would 
result in new 
impacts 
associated with 
degrading the 
quality of the 
environment, 
substantially 
reducing the 
habitat of a fish 
or wildlife 
species, causing 
a fish or wildlife 
population to 
drop below self‐
sustaining 
levels, 
threatening to 
eliminate a 
plant or animal 
community, 
reducing the 
number or 
restrict the 
range of a rare 
or endangered 
plant or animal, 
or eliminating 
important 
examples of the 
major periods 
of California 
history or 
prehistory. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts 
associated 
degrading the 
quality of the 
environment, 
substantially 
reducing the 
habitat of a fish 
or wildlife 
species, causing 
a fish or wildlife 
population to 
drop below self‐
sustaining 
levels, 
threatening to 
eliminate a 
plant or animal 
community, 
reducing the 
number or 
restrict the 
range of a rare 
or endangered 
plant or animal, 
or eliminating 
important 
examples of the 
major periods 
of California 
history or 
prehistory. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
degrading the 
quality of the 
environment, 
substantially 
reducing the 
habitat of a fish 
or wildlife 
species, causing 
a fish or wildlife 
population to 
drop below self‐
sustaining 
levels, 
threatening to 
eliminate a 
plant or animal 
community, 
reducing the 
number or 
restrict the 
range of a rare 
or endangered 
plant or animal, 
or eliminating 
important 
examples of the 
major periods 
of California 
history or 
prehistory. 

 

b)  Does the project 
have impacts that are 
individually limited, 
but cumulatively 
considerable?  
(“Cumulatively 

  No.  The 
proposed 
project does 
not involve 
changes that 
would result in 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Conclusion in 
1996 EIR 

Do the Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Impacts? 

New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Impacts? 

New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

1996 EIR 
Mitigation 
Measures 

considerable” means 
that the incremental 
effects of a project 
are considerable 
when viewed in 
connection with the 
effects of past 
projects, the effects 
of other current 
projects, and the 
effects of probable 
future projects.) 

new impacts 
associated with 
cumulatively 
considerable 
impacts. 

impacts 
associated with 
cumulatively 
considerable 
impacts 

would require 
additional 
analysis of 
cumulatively 
considerable 
impacts 

c)  Does the project 
have environmental 
effects which will 
cause substantial 
adverse effects on 
human beings? 

  No.  The 
proposed 
project does 
not involve 
changes that 
would result in 
new impacts 
associated with 
environmental 
effects that will 
cause 
substantial 
adverse effects 
on human 
beings. 

No.  There are 
no new 
circumstances 
that would 
result in new or 
more severe 
impacts 
associated with 
environmental 
effects that will 
cause 
substantial 
adverse effects 
on human 
beings. 

No.  No new 
information has 
been disclosed 
pertaining to 
the proposed 
project that 
would require 
additional 
analysis of 
environmental 
effects that will 
cause 
substantial 
adverse effects 
on human 
beings. 

 

 

Discussion and Mitigation 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 

self‐sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of 

the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation.  The proposed project may result in several impacts 

associated with biological resources and cultural resources that would be significant if left 

unmitigated.  Mitigation Measures BIO‐1 through BIO‐8 plus Mitigation Measures J1, J2, and K1b 

above would fully mitigate all potential impacts to levels of less than significant.  With the 

implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would have less than significant 

impacts. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 

projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Less than significant impact.  All cumulative impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic are 

either less than significant after mitigation or less than significant and do not require mitigation.  

Given the size of the project and its impacts and mitigation measures, the incremental effects of this 

project are not considerable relative to the effects of past, current, and probably future projects.  As 

discussed previously, the project does not have a significant cumulative traffic impact.  Therefore, 

the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts on these areas.  Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than significant impact.  All impacts identified in this Initial Study/Addendum are either less 

than significant after mitigation, or less than significant and do not require mitigation.  Therefore, 

the proposed project would not result in environmental effects that cause substantial adverse effects 

on human beings either directly or indirectly.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Conclusion 

The conclusions from the 1996 Final EIR remain unchanged when considering the development of 

the proposed project. 
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	PLANNING COMMISSION
	RESOLUTION NO. 2016-**
	Development Standards for the Proposed Laurel Ranch Planned Development District


	Exh A - FINAL Development Agreement (Laurel Ranch) .pdf
	ARTICLE 1  TERM AND APPLICABLE LAW
	ARTICLE 2  COVENANTS OF RICHLAND
	2.1 Obligations of Richland Generally.  Richland shall have no obligation to proceed with, or complete the Project at any particular time or at all.  However, if Richland proceeds, it shall comply with the Applicable Law, as defined below in Section 2.2.
	2.2 Applicable Law.  The rules, regulations, and official policies governing permitted uses of the Property and density and improvement requirements applicable to development of the Property shall be the ordinances, rules, regulations, and official po...
	2.3 Design Review.  The Project Approvals do not include design review approval, which Richland has yet to obtain. Richland’s design review application(s) and submittal(s) shall be consistent with the City’s general design review guidelines in effect ...
	2.4 Fees.  Richland shall complete certain road, sewer and storm drain improvements to and in Laurel Road, as described in the Project Approvals. In exchange for such improvements, Richland shall not be subject to any traffic or infrastructure impact ...
	2.5 Homeowners’ Association.  Prior to approval of the first Final Map, Richland shall establish a Homeowners’ Association (“HOA”) and adopt Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) for the Project in conformance with the regulations set for by the...
	2.5.1 No less than 70 percent of the housing units in the Project shall be maintained as owner-occupied homes.
	2.5.2 The HOA shall require all homeowners renting their homes to provide copies of proposed prior to execution as well as copies of executed leases within 30 days of execution.  The HOA shall ensure and maintain records indicating the homes for rent ...
	2.5.3 No lease shall be for a term of less than 90 days, subject to certain exceptions including, seller leaseback situations, job and military transfers, illness, death, divorce, and similar hardship conditions.
	2.5.4 Each home shall be occupied as a residence by a single family.
	2.5.5 Rules and policies to govern circumstances where more than 30 percent of the homeowners express interest in leasing their homes.
	2.5.6 The CC&Rs shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and the City Attorney and shall be recorded concurrently with the first Final Map. No legal challenge to any provision of the CC&Rs provided above in Sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.6 shal...

	2.6 Improvements.  Richland shall construct the public and private improvements required by, and more particularly described in the Project Approvals.  Richland shall perform the work in accordance with the standards and specifications established by ...
	2.6.1 Design and Construction of Laurel Road. Richland shall design and construct the completion of the western extension of Laurel Road including the infrastructure and traffic signalization, from the Project’s southwestern boundary to SR 4, as more ...
	2.6.2 Trail Improvements.  Richland shall construct a public use regional trail commencing at Laurel Road and running north along the Project’s westerly boundary and connecting to the Delta De Anza Trail on the Project’s northerly boundary as outlined...
	2.6.3 Sewer Line and Storm Drain Improvements. Richland shall design and construct the major sewer trunk line and storm drain lines in portions of Laurel Road and Country Hills Drive to locations through the neighboring properties to the south and eas...

	2.7 Police Services Funding. In order to assist the City in meeting a police force level within a range of 1.2 to 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents as set forth in Performance Standard 3.5.3.1 of the General Plan, Richland shall, at its own cost, estab...
	2.8 Subdivision and Other Agreements; Multiple Final Maps.  Richland shall execute and perform its obligations as set forth in any Subdivision Improvement Agreements required or permitted by Applicable Law to obtain approval of final maps.  Richland m...
	2.9 Subcontractor Labor Commitments. Richland shall commit to the hiring of union contractors for the plumbing, electrical and HVAC construction trades on the Laurel Ranch Project.

	ARTICLE 3  COVENANTS OF THE CITY
	3.1 Obligations of City Generally.  The City shall act in good faith to accomplish the intent of this Agreement. City shall cooperate with Richland so that it receives the benefits of and the rights vested by this Agreement, including obtaining from o...
	3.2 Eminent Domain.  Richland shall obtain all real property interests necessary to allow it to construct the sewer trunk line and storm drain improvements required by the Project Approvals, and any subsequent approvals. In the event an affected prope...
	3.3 Establishment of Financing Mechanisms.  If Richland requests that a financing mechanism (e.g., Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, Landscaping and Lighting Districts, Statewide Community Infrastructure Program (SCIP), Maintenance Assessment ...
	3.4 Reimbursement.  The City shall work cooperatively with Richland to ensure Richland is reimbursed for costs related to obtaining rights of way and constructing public improvements as identified in Section 2.6, above. In cooperating with Richland, t...
	3.5 Vested Development Rights.  The City confirms and grants to Richland the vested right to develop the Property in accordance with the Project Approvals and this Agreement. This Agreement shall be enforceable as set forth in Section 9.2 below.
	3.6 Permitted Uses.  The permitted uses of the Property, including the density and intensity of use of the Property; the maximum height, bulk and size of buildings; and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes, are as set f...
	3.7 Life of the Project Approvals.  By approval of this Agreement, the City extends and vests the term of the Vesting Tentative Map approved by Resolution No. ________ for the Term of this Agreement (including any subsequent extensions). The Term of t...
	3.8 City’s Acceptance of Public Improvements. Once the City has accepted the offers of dedication of the public improvements constructed by Richland as provided in Section 2.6, above, the City shall maintain all such accepted improvements.
	3.9 City’s Reservations of Authority.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement to the contrary, the following regulations and provisions shall apply to the development of the Property:
	3.9.1 City Regulations regarding processing fees and charges, enacted after the Effective Date, provided such procedures are uniformly applied on a City-wide basis to all substantially similar types of development projects and properties.
	3.9.2 City Regulations relating to hearing bodies, petitions, applications, notices, findings, records, hearings, reports, recommendations, appeals and any other matter of procedure, enacted after the Effective Date, provided such procedures are unifo...
	3.9.3 City Regulations governing construction standards and specifications, enacted after the Effective Date, including (a) City’s building code, plumbing code, mechanical code, electrical code, fire code and grading code, (b) all uniform construction...
	3.9.4 City Regulations enacted after the Effective Date that may be in conflict with this Agreement or the Project Approvals but that are necessary to protect persons or property from dangerous or hazardous conditions that create a threat to the publi...
	3.9.5 As provided in the Statute at Section 65869.5: “In the event that state or federal law or regulations, enacted after [this Agreement] has been entered into, prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of [this Agreement], such pro...


	ARTICLE 4  AMENDMENT
	4.1 Amendment to Approvals.  To the extent permitted by state and federal law, any Project Approval or Subsequent Project Approvals (hereafter in this ARTICLE 4, an “Approval”) may, from time to time, be amended or modified in the following manner.
	4.1.1 Administrative Project Amendments.  Upon the written request of Richland for an amendment or modification to an Approval, the Director of Community Development, or his/her designee (collectively “Authorized Official”) shall determine: (i) whethe...
	4.1.2 Non-Administrative Project Amendments.  Any request of Richland for an amendment or modification to an Approval which is determined not to be an Administrative Project Amendment as set forth above shall be subject to review, consideration and ac...
	4.1.3 Project Amendment Exemptions.  Amendment of an Approval requested by Richland shall not require an amendment to this Agreement. Instead, the amendment shall automatically be deemed to be incorporated into the Project and the Project Approvals, a...

	4.2 Amendment of This Agreement.  This Agreement may be amended from time to time, in whole or in part, by mutual written consent of the Parties or their successors in interest, as follows:
	4.2.1 Administrative Agreement Amendments.  The City Manager and City Attorney are authorized on behalf of the City to enter into any amendments to this Agreement other than amendments which substantially affect (i) the term of this Agreement (excludi...
	4.2.2 Non-Administrative Agreement Amendments.  Any request of Richland for an amendment or modification to this Agreement which is determined not to be an Administrative Agreement Amendment as set forth above shall be subject to review, consideration...


	ARTICLE 5  ASSIGNMENT, TRANSFER AND MORTGAGEE PROTECTION
	5.1 Assignment of Interests, Rights and Obligations.  Nothing herein limits the right of Richland to freely alienate or transfer all or any portion of the Property. However, Richland may only transfer or assign all or any portion of its interests, rig...
	5.2 Transfer Agreements.
	5.2.1 Written Agreement.  In connection with a Transfer by Richland (other than a Transfer by Richland to an Affiliated Party to a Mortgagee (as defined below in 5.4) or to a Home Purchaser (as defined below in 5.3)), Richland and the Transferee shall...
	5.2.2 Binding.  Any Transfer Agreement shall be binding on Richland, the City and the Transferee, but shall not release Richland absent express language in the Transfer Agreement. Upon recordation in the Official Records of Contra Costa County of any ...

	5.3 Home Purchaser.  The burdens, obligations and duties of Richland under this Agreement shall terminate with respect to, and neither a Transfer Agreement nor the City’s consent shall be required in connection with, any single-family residence convey...
	5.4 Mortgagee Protection.  This Agreement shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property or any portion thereof after the date of recording of this Agreement, including the lien of any deed of trust or mortgage (“Mortgage”). The for...
	5.4.1 Mortgagee Not Obligated.  The provisions of 5.4 notwithstanding, no Mortgagee shall have any obligation or duty under this Agreement to construct or complete the Project, or to guarantee such construction or completion; provided, however, that a...
	5.4.2 Notice of Default to Mortgagee.  If the City receives a written notice from a Mortgagee or from Richland requesting a copy of any notice of default given Richland and specifying the address for notice, then the City shall deliver to the Mortgage...


	ARTICLE 6  COOPERATION IN THE EVENT OF LEGAL CHALLENGE, INDEMNITY
	ARTICLE 7  DEFAULT; TERMINATION; ANNUAL REVIEW
	7.1 Default.
	7.1.1 Remedies in General; No Damages. Except as provided in Section 3.4, the City and Richland agree that, as part of the bargained for consideration of this Agreement, in the event of default by either Party, the only remedy shall be declaratory rel...
	7.1.2 Cure Period.  Subject to extensions of time by mutual consent in writing of the Parties, breach of, failure, or delay by either Party to perform any term or condition of this Agreement shall constitute a default. In the event of any alleged defa...
	7.1.3 Procedure for Default by Richland.  If Richland is alleged to be in default hereunder by City then after notice and expiration of the cure period specified above and the dispute resolution process set forth in ARTICLE 8 below, City may institute...
	7.1.4 Procedure for Default by City.  If the City is alleged by Richland to be in default under this Agreement, then after notice and expiration of the cure period and completion of the dispute resolution procedures below, Richland may enforce the ter...

	7.2 Excusable Delay; Extension of Time of Performance.  In addition to specific provisions of this Agreement, neither Party shall be deemed to be in default where delays in performance or failures to perform are due to, or a necessary outcome of, war,...
	7.3 Annual Review.  Throughout the Term, at least once every 12 months, the City may request that Richland provide City with a written report demonstrating its good-faith compliance with the terms of this Agreement (the “Written Report”). The City Man...
	7.4 Notice of Compliance.  Within 30 days following any written request which Richland or a Mortgagee may make from time to time, the City shall execute and deliver to the requesting party (or to any other party identified by the requesting party) a w...

	ARTICLE 8  DISPUTE RESOLUTION
	8.1 Dispute; Confidentiality.  Any controversy or dispute arising out of or related to this Agreement (a “Dispute”), shall be subject to private negotiation among the Parties, and if then not resolved shall be subject to non-binding mediation followed...
	8.2 Private Negotiation.  If a Dispute arises, the Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to resolve the Dispute.  If the negotiations do not resolve the Dispute to the reasonable satisfaction of the Parties within 30 days from a written request for...
	8.3 Mediation.  Within 30 days following the written request to negotiate, either Party may initiate non-binding mediation (the “Mediation”), conducted by JAMS, Inc. (“JAMS”) or any other agreed-upon mediator.  Either Party may initiate the Mediation ...
	8.4 Injunction.  Nothing in this ARTICLE 8 shall limit a Party’s right to seek an injunction or restraining order from a court of competent jurisdiction in circumstances where such relief is deemed necessary to preserve assets.

	ARTICLE 9  MISCELLANEOUS
	9.1 Defined Terms; Citations.  The capitalized terms used in this Agreement, unless the context obviously indicates otherwise, shall have the meaning given them in this Agreement.  Except as otherwise expressly stated, all citations are to the Governm...
	9.2 Enforceability.  As provided in Section 65865.4, this Agreement shall be enforceable by either Party notwithstanding any change enacted or adopted (whether by ordinance, resolution, initiative, or any other means) in any applicable general plan, s...
	9.3 Other Necessary Acts.  Each Party shall execute and deliver to the other all such other further instruments and documents as may be reasonably necessary to carry out the Project Approvals and this Agreement and to provide and secure to the other P...
	9.4 Construction.  Each reference in this Agreement to this Agreement or any of the Project Approvals shall be deemed to refer to this Agreement or the Project Approvals, as it may be amended from time to time. This Agreement has been reviewed and rev...
	9.5 Covenants Running with the Land.  Subject to the Transfer provisions in ARTICLE 5, all of the provisions contained in this Agreement shall be binding upon and benefit the Parties and their respective heirs, successors and assigns, representatives,...
	9.6 Attorneys’ Fees.  If any legal action or other proceeding is commenced to enforce or interpret any provision of, or otherwise relating to, this Agreement, the losing party or parties shall pay the prevailing party’s or parties’ actual expenses inc...
	9.7 No Agency, Joint Venture or Partnership.  The City and Richland disclaim the existence of any form of agency relationship, joint venture or partnership between the City and Richland. Nothing contained in this Agreement or in any document executed ...
	9.8 No Third Party Beneficiary.  This Agreement is made solely and specifically among and for the benefit of the Parties, and their respective successors and assigns subject to the express provisions relating to successors and assigns, and no other pa...
	9.9 Notices.  All notices, consents, requests, demands or other communications to or upon the respective Parties shall be in writing and shall be effective for all purposes: (A) upon receipt on any City business day before 5:00 PM local time and on th...
	9.10 Entire Agreement and Exhibits.  This Agreement constitutes in full, the final and exclusive understanding and agreement of the Parties and supersedes all negotiations or previous agreements of the Parties with respect to all or any part of the su...
	9.11 Severability.  If any part of this Agreement is declared unenforceable or invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, all remaining provisions shall continue to be valid and enforceable.
	9.12 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in any number of identical counterparts and each counterpart shall be deemed to be an original document. All executed counterparts together shall constitute one and the same document, and any counterp...
	9.13 Recordation of Development Agreement.  Pursuant to Section 65868.5, no later than ten days after the City enters into this Agreement, the City Clerk shall record an executed copy of this Agreement or a Memorandum of this Agreement in the Official...


	ADPEE86.tmp
	STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
	ANALYSIS






